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Foreword 


by The Prime Minister of Ghana 


A 

JL V.T the beginning of the 
1957 academic year I suggested to the Principal of the 
University of Ghana that my good friend Lady Jack- 
son, known to the world as Barbara Ward, might ac¬ 
cept an invitation to give a series of public lectures at 
the University College on world affairs, a subject which 
seemed peculiarly fitting in the year of Ghana’s attain¬ 
ment of independent nationhood. This book is the out¬ 
come. 

So striking were the lectures themselves and so 
marked was the impact upon the audience, which be¬ 
came greater in numbers at each successive lecture, that 
I conceived the idea, supported by my colleagues in the 
Cabinet, of making available to the University College 
a yearly sum of money to found an annual series of lec- 
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tures, of which this should be the first, to be called the 
“Aggrey-Fraser-Guggisberg Lectures” to commemorate 
the great work of these three men in the educational 
advance of the Gold Coast, now Ghana: A. G. Fraser, the 
founder and inspirer of the great traditions of Achimota 
School and its first Principal; J. E. K. Aggrey, his able, 
loyal and devoted first lieutenant, whose saying “only 
the best is good enough for Africa” has been a watch¬ 
word of the school; and Sir Gordon Guggisberg, Gover¬ 
nor of the Gold Coast from 1919 to 1927, who gave con¬ 
stant and enthusiastic support to their efforts. Without 
them, Ghana could not now lay claim to be as advanced 
in the educational field as any territory on the African 
continent. 

It is so often said that an understanding of the present 
relies upon an understanding of the past; in the present 
age the truth of this is perhaps less patent than formerly. 
Never before has the world been so divided by conflict¬ 
ing ideologies, never has so much depended upon the 
finding, not, perhaps, of a reconciliation of the ideologies, 
but of a means of coexistence. The very continuation of 
the human race would seem to hang upon a solution of 
this problem. 

Barbara Ward does not make the mistake common to 
many economists and political theorists of attempting 
to interpret the present, still less to prophesy the future, 
in terms solely of the past. Though in each of her lectures 
she traces for each of her fields the development of po¬ 
litical thought from the earliest times, the great impor- 
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tance of the series lies in her analysis of the present and 
her synthesis of the components into a broad picture 
which explains while it informs. 

She has a special message to the small, uncommitted 
countries: that they, free from the shackles of conflicting 
political ideologies, may play an important part in hold¬ 
ing the ring for the main contestants, to prevent that loss 
of control which could mean the end of humanity. She 
quotes the African proverb, “When the bull elephants 
fight, the grass is trampled down” and pleads with the 
small and uncommitted nations to make their voices 
heard constructively while there is still time, for in this 
age of the ultimate weapon the bull elephants would 
disappear with the grass. 

Through all these lectures runs a single thread, the 
inevitability of the freedom of man, even if that freedom 
is liberty for self-destruction. All history has shown that 
domination of man by man must in the end bring revolt, 
passive or active, when the right of the individual or the 
group triumphs over suppression. I said earlier that the 
past may no longer be a certain guide to the future; let 
us hope that in this one respect history will be the sign¬ 
post, and that intolerance and exploitation and inhuman¬ 
ity of man to man may some day vanish from the earth. 

Government House Kwame Nkrumah 

Osu 

Ghana 
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Chapter One 


Nationalism 


I 

JLN APPROACHING the 
problems of our modem world we should, I think, try 
to begin where the real center of power lies. I hardly 
need to insist that underlying most issues in national 
and international relations is the problem of power: 
power in the simplest sense of men being able ultimately 
to make other people do what they want. In our world, 
this final power is exercised by the state: under a des¬ 
potic government by force, under a democratic govern¬ 
ment largely by consent; but in the last analysis any kind 
of government rests on its ability to impose its policies 
and to achieve its will. This is the absolute sovereignty 
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exercised by the state alone. 

The state is thus the nodal point of all our problems. 
Since we are concerned with world affairs, the aspect of 
the state which we have to study is largely its relations 
with other states. This is the field in which lie the ten¬ 
sions, the possibilities, the whole vista of international 
politics. But it might be as well to begin by looking at 
the state itself in isolation. We imagine we know what 
we mean when we talk of the state; yet it is a concept 
that has changed out of all recognition over the cen¬ 
turies. What we think about it today is not at all what 
our ancestors thought of it. Our own approach is obvious 
in such phrases as “the nation-state ’ or the United Na¬ 
tions Organization.” For us, “nation and state seem 
interchangeable. But this is, in fact, quite a new concept. 
If we had been discussing the matter in the sixteenth 
century, we should not have mentioned the word 
“nation-state.” Certainly we should have talked about 
“the state,” but we should have been referring only to 
the center of political authority and not trying to define 
it. The power itself might be exercised by a dynasty, or 
by a conqueror, or a free city, or the Pope himself. No 
one would have thought automatically of the state being 
synonymous with the nation. 

No, this master-institution of our modem international 
system has come into being only in the last three hun¬ 
dred years, and it is a perfectly modem idea that there 
j is an essential link between nationalism and the state or 
1 that the sense of being a national group entails the right 

(14) 



NATIONALISM 
to achieve statehood.! 

How, then, has it arisen? Some of its roots, for all its 
modernity, are very old indeed. They go back to what 
was for perhaps a hundred thousand years the basic so¬ 
cial institution of mankind, the tribe. This system, which 
is still a living reality only in Africa and in parts of Asia, 
was once universal. All our societies have in some meas¬ 
ure developed from the original tribal pattern and it 
undoubtedly foreshadows some of the characteristics of 
our latter-day full-blooded nationalism. The first and 
strongest sense was that of kinship, of having closer con¬ 
nections with one group of men than with any others, 
the sense of being under a single authority. This unity of 
organization was reinforced by common traditions and 
customs, by legends and myths, and—a point of the ut¬ 
most significance—by a common language. In New 
Guinea today the language changes virtually from vil¬ 
lage to village as you move from one kinship group to 
the next. 

There is also the other side of the coin of union and of 
cohesion. This is the sense of not having close links witli 
others and the consciousness of their being strangers,! 
outside the group. From strangers to enemies is a short 
step, especially when their efforts, desires, and drives 
may, in fact, impede the activities of your own tribe. 
The earliest legends record not only the cohesion but 
also the hostility of tribal groups. It is indeed a melan¬ 
choly fact that all the root causes of tension in our con¬ 
temporary world, all the disputes that lead to enmity 
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and war, can be found equally well in tribal society. 
The characteristic state of the African interior when 
Western missionaries first explored it a hundred years 
ago was almost universal tribal warfare springing from 
the economic pressures of hunger and want or the polit¬ 
ical pressures of tribal aggrandizement. 

These two great causes of conflict have differed only 
in form, not in essence, over the millennia of human ex¬ 
istence. When one tribe takes over the hunting ground 
or the fishing reserves of another tribe, the motives are 
not much different from Hitler s when he dreamt of en¬ 
slaving, for German use, the great granaries of the 
Ukraine. And where economic pressure is lacking, polit-, 
"" ical ambition often takes its place. The tribe which is 
stronger in numbers and in coherence is tempted, in 
sheer pursuit of power, to impose its will upon a weaker 
neighboring group. The Ashantis press down to the sea, 
the Fulanis impose control on the Hausas, the Zulus 
sweep south, the Yaos sell their neighbors to the Arab 
slavers. Unknown chiefs of a thousand tribes were the 
predecessors of our Alexanders and Napoleons, of 
Tamerlane or Genghis Khan. 

But in most parts of the world, tribal organization has 
now been left behind and the reasons for its passing are 
almost as various as the history of man itself. Here I 
would like to mention three or four causes of change 
and development, each decisive in the unfolding of hu- 
v man destiny. The first could almost be called the origin 
of civilization itself. It occurred when the need for more 
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organized and more developed methods of cultivation 
imposed unity upon a number of different families and 
groups and tribes. It is significant that more elaborate 
political, administrative, and technical methods were 
first evolved in the Nile valley, along the two great rivers 
of Mesopotamia, and in the basins of the Indus and the 
Yellow River. The mighty masses of water, flooding and 
receding, offered opportunities for cultivation and risks 
of disaster that could be mastered only by the highly or¬ 
ganized efforts of very large numbers of people. Admin¬ 
istration in the grand manner was a necessity, and in 
these first centers of civilization, arising in the third and 
second millennia before Christ, political cohesion was 
reinforced by an often elaborate bureaucracy. 

Another method of change has been the spread of 2— 
large and prolific tribal groupings by peaceful settle¬ 
ment. The diffusion of the Slav peoples through Eastern 
Europe, through Great Russia, and in recent centuries 
eastwards to Siberia is the essential underpinning of the 
modem Soviet state. The children of Han—the sturdy 
tribes of Northern China—also multiplied and possessed 
tire land as they moved southwards from the Yellow 
River. And although their migrations occurred in post- 
tribal times, we might also note the wave of relatively 
peaceful settlement that has been at work in the last 
three centuries in North America. 

But over most of the world, it is the third method of 3 
change that has put an end most decisively to tribal or¬ 
ganization. Conquest has been the greatest lever of 
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change in human history. We may pray it is not still so 
today—but of the past, there can be no question. Large 
groups absorb the smaller tribes in the area, and a para¬ 
mount chief is on a fair way to establish a kingdom. The 
conquered tribes keep a subsidiary existence, possibly as 
vassals, and the kingdom is likely to go through a feudal 
phase. Loyalty to the tribe is transformed into loyalty 
to the leader or the dynasty. The language of the con¬ 
querors is imposed, or there arises from conqueror and 
conquered together a new common tongue. The area of 
cohesion is thus enlarged, and for long periods of history 
the dominant political form is the dynastic state or the 
dynastic empire. 

The form of change I would like to examine more 
closely at this point is the rise of nationalism in the 
modem sense. For this, we must follow the development 
of Western society in its cradle of the Mediterranean 
and Western Europe. Here nationalism, as we under¬ 
stand it today, was bom. In Western Europe a particular 
set of coincidences—racial and geographical—set hu¬ 
man history moving on a new track. 

The early structure of Western Europe, after the col¬ 
lapse of the Roman Empire, was that of tribal groups 
coalescing, after a series of conquests, into feudal king¬ 
doms. As the Middle Ages advanced, three of these 
groups began to take on a recognizably national form. 
The tribes of Gaul had been conquered by Caesar and 
given a Latinized speech. Under the feudal divisions of 
the land—between English overlords, Capetian mon- 
archs, and Burgundian vassals—the mass of people 
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began to speak a recognizable French, and this linguistic 
area had fairly well-defined geographical frontiers—on 
the Atlantic, on the Pyrenees, and along the Alps. 

Only one frontier was indeterminate—in Alsace 
Lorraine—and has been, as a result, one of the most 
unstable frontiers of recent history with an unenviable 
record of invasions and counterinvasions on into our 
own day. But by the end of the Middle Ages—say, the 
late fourteenth century—France had become conscious 
of itself as a big national group speaking the French 
tongue, and possibly the chief reason for this self-aware¬ 
ness was the amount of time the French had to spend 
fighting the English next door. Nothing so concentrates ^ 
ones national feeling as being aware of somebody else s. 

England, after the Norman conquest, followed some¬ 
thing of the same cycle. The language of the French 
conquerors was fused with the native Anglo-Saxon to 
form the English tongue, and the very fact of being an 
island created early the sense of c oh esion and se parate¬ 
ness fro m other lands. 

This happy breed of men, this little world. 

This precious stone set in the silver sea. 

Which serves it in the office of a wall 
Or as a moat defensive to a house. 

Against the envy of less happier lands. 

This blessed plot, this earth, this realm, 
this England. 

The glowing nationalism with which Shakespeare in¬ 
vested his panegyric drew not a little of its warmth from 
his sense of the long struggle against the “less happier 

( 19 ) 


FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

lands”—against France in his historical plays, against 
Spain in his own day. The cohesion of each _national 
group was being reinforced all the tune by the_conscipus^_ 
ness of its neigh bo r s nationalism. 

Spain is the last of the trio. Its sense of a common na¬ 
tional destiny was forged in the struggle to turn the Arab 
conquerors out of the Iberian Peninsula and was rein¬ 
forced by Latinized speech and the frontiers of sea and 
mountain which cut it—and the Portuguese enclave— 
off from the bulk of Europe. These three countries 
reached the threshold of the modem world with a 
unique coincidence of language and frontier. To the 
sense of historical continuity, of destiny shared and 
memories reaching back into a common past, was added 
the firmest of cements—a common tongue. The idea that 
this might be the strongest element of cohesion within 
the state began to enter the consciousness of mankind. 

II 

Language alone is not, of course, enough to explain 
the rise of modern nationalism. Even language is a short- 
ban d for the sense of belonging together, jrf sharingjhe 
earnp nT^ode sTthe same historica l experience, the s ame 
common cultural and imag i na tive heritage. When, in 
the eighteenth century, nationalism began to take form 
as a modern movement, its forerunners in many parts of 
Europe were not soldiers and statesmen but scholars 
and poets who sought to find in ancient legends and 
half-forgotten folksongs the “soul” of the nation. But it 
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was language that enshrined the memories, the common 
experience, and the historical record. 

Nor could the sense of common tongue and culture 
have become the political battering-ram that it is in our 
own times if it had not been inextricably bound up with 
the modem political and economic revolutions of the 
West—the political d rive for democ racy and t he eco- 
nomic revolution of scien ce and industry. 

Three thousand years ago, in one small area of the 
Mediterranean world, there came a break with the ear¬ 
lier traditions of state-building, which were all despotic. 

The dominance of a strong local tribe or conquest by 
foreign groups had turned the old fragmented tribal so¬ 
cieties into centralized dynastic imperial states in which 
the inhabitant was subject absolutely to the ruler’s will. 

But in the Greek city-state, for the first time, the idea 
was formulated that_ajman should govern himsel f under fr 
law, and, thatJie should be not a s ubject but a free citi¬ 
zen. 

After the post-Roman collapse, it re-emerged as a 
seminal idea in the development of later European his¬ 
tory. Even in the Middle Ages, before there were any 
fully articulated democratic systems, two or three of the 
essential foundations of democracy had appeared. The 
rule of law was recognized. The right of the subject to be 
consulted had called into being the parliaments and 
“estates” of the fourteenth century. And the possibility 
of a plurality of power—through State, through Church, 
through Royal boroughs and free municipalities—miti- 
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gated the centralizing tendencies of government. It was, 
in fact, for a restoration of these rights after the Tudor 
interregnum that the first modern political revolution, 
the English civil war, was fought. 

If a man had a r ight to take part in his _o wn g ovem- 
mentTIt followed logically that his gov ernment _could 
noTbearbitrarily controlledfrom elsewh ere. It was use¬ 
less To give him representation if it did not affect the 
true center of power. The American Revolution symbol¬ 
ized the connection between the rights of the citizen and 
the rights of the state. The free citizen had a right to 
govern himself, ergo the whole community of free citi¬ 
zens had a right to govern itself. This was not yet modern 
nationalism. The American people did not see them¬ 
selves as a national group but as a community of free 
men “dedicated to a proposition.” But within two dec¬ 
ades, the identification had been made. 

The French Revolution, proclaiming the Rights of 
Man, formed the new style of nation. The levSe-en-masse 
which defeated the old dynastic armies of Europe was 
the first expression of total national unity as the basis of 
the sovereign state. Men and nations had equally the 
right to self-determination. Men could not be free if 
their national community was not. 

The same revolution quickly proved that the reverse 
might not be true. The nation could become completely 
unfettered in its dealings with other states while enslav¬ 
ing its own citizens. In fact, overglorifi cation of the _na^ 
tion might lea d in evita bly to the extinction of individual 
rights. The citizen could become just a tool of the na- 
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tional will, of the so-called “general will.” But in the first 
explosion of revolutionary ardor, the idea of the Rights ofl 
Man and of the Rights of the Nation went together. And,! 
! formally, that is where they have remained. At the end 
of the First World War, it was the world’s lea din g demo- 
j cratic statesman, Woodrow Wilson, who wrote the right 
j of self-determination, the right of national groups to 
! form their own sovereign government, into the Peace 
Treaties and at no time in human history have so many 
independent national states been formed as after the 
Second World War. 

We turn now to the economic aspects of modern na¬ 
tionalism. It was not certain, when the Industrial Revo- 
|. lution first gathered momentum in Britain, that the new « 
| economic forces would reinforce the political drivel 
! of nationalism. Many Englishmen thought not. They 
1 shared Tennyson’s vision of commerce uniting the na¬ 
tions in a web of common interests and leading to “the 
parliament of man, the federation of the world.” Free 
I trade would enable each area to produce what it was/ 
most fitted to produce and to exchange its wares freelyl 
j the world over. 

J But the vision did not survive much beyond the 
! middle of the nineteenth century. The unification of the 
1 German-speaking principalities in a single Reich was 
preceded by a customs union. Tariffs kept out competing 
British goods and enabled German industry to draw level 
and ahead. Thus there came about in Germany a com¬ 
plete coincidence of the national and economic bound¬ 
ary at a time when nationalism was new and feverishly 
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conscious of its role. At the same time, the industrializa¬ 
tion of the country drew all classes into dependence 
upon the new unified economy. It was now no longer 
the interests of a few merchants that were at stake in the 
defense of the national economy. Everyone’s livelihood 
depended upon it. If it was threatened, so were they. 
Wars had been fought in the past to safeguard marginal 
commercial advantages. What might not be done now to 
defend economic interests that were felt to be total? 
The answer was given in 1914 and again in 1939. 

One of the most vivid descriptions of how nationalism 
grew in force and intensity in the nineteenth century has 
been given by Professor Toynbee. He describes the old 
political mold of dynastic states based upon royal fam¬ 
ilies—the German principalities, for instance, or the 
Hapsburg Empire—and points out that in the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, two molten forces of change 
were poured into this old vessel. On one side there 
flowed in the full force of democracy, the passionate con¬ 
viction that everyone had the right to play a part in the 
community and that the community should therefore 
represent the citizens and their interests. On the other, 
the heady brew of economic nationalism was added, the 
\ belief that with industrialization everybody’s livelihood 
% 1 was now at stake in the preservation of the national 

' economy. 

This sudden, passionate increase in the interest felt by 
everyone in the nation led, as we shall see, to an im¬ 
mense enhancement of its capacity and energy and 
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ability to undertake great communal efforts. But it also 
led to a tremendous and terrifying enhancement of hos¬ 
tility. No sooner was some interest of the group thought 
to be threatened from outside than the whole life of the 
community was felt to be at stake. And on these fears, 
could be built so terrifying a battery of hatred, such a ! 
demonology of distrust and enmity that the nationalism 
of the nineteenth century led on to the total irrationality 
of National Socialism in our own time—and we still can¬ 
not be certain that the devils are exorcised. 

Ill 

From all this it will be clear that the development of 
nationalism is a recognizable, historical process. It hap¬ 
pened in certain countries, it happened in a certain way, 
and it created a certain mood which became embodied 
in the national idea. With the means of communication 
open to the modem world, an idea developed in one 
place can quickly become the possession of all mankind. 
What is certain is that, in the twentieth century, na¬ 
tionalism, the historical product of certain political 
institutions, geographical facts, and economic develop¬ 
ments in Western Europe, has swept around the world 
to become the greatest lever of change in our day. 

We see it at the United Nations where, in the course 
of eleven short years, the number of sovereign states 
based upon the principle of nationhood has grown by 
three score and more. As I have pointed out, it is un¬ 
precedented in human history that such a number of 
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separate, autonomous, sovereign nations should come 
into being in so short a space of time. 

Perhaps the force of nationalism can better be gauged 
by its effect on established states than by its stimulus 
to the creation of new ones. When the American Revo¬ 
lution set up a government in the United States, it was 
not a nationalist government. It was a government, we 
have seen, dedicated to a proposition—that all men are 
equal. Freedom, not nationalism, would be its principle 
of organization. People would go to America not to be¬ 
come Americans but to be free. And yet in a hundred 
and fifty years that have passed since then, we cannot, 
I tTiinlc, avoid the conclusion that while America has 
maintained its dedication to the great constitutional 
principles of its origin, it has also developed a distinct 
nationalism. It is, of course, a society in which an im¬ 
mense number of different peoples and races have, in 
fact, found a new sense of community; but out of the 
melting pot comes a type that is American in the na¬ 
tionalist sense. 

The Russian Revolution, too, attempted to establish 
a state on ideological foundations alone. The new so¬ 
ciety was not Russian. It was the vanguard of the em¬ 
battled proletarians of the world. In those days, neither 
Lenin nor Trotsky believed that the revolution could 
succeed in Russia unless it spread simultaneously all 
through Europe, and probably all around the world as 
well. In the early days, what was set up in Russia was 
the bridgehead of a new revolutionary system. 
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But in the last forty years and, in particular, since the 
announcement of “socialism in one country” by Stalin in 
1928, we have witnessed, flowing into the revolutionary 
channels scoured out in the Soviet Union, the immense 
patriotic fervor of an older Russian nationalism. Stimu¬ 
lated by the people’s heroic defense of their land in the 
last world war, the sense of Russian interests, of Russian 
power and pride, is fully as strong now as any surviving 
revolutionary principle. Communism has, indeed, be¬ 
come almost as much an instrument of Russian state 
power as was the pan-Slavism of the Czars. 

This triumph of nationalism over two of the greatest 
ideological upheavals in all history suggests to me that 
it is still the strongest, most pervasive force of our day. fl( 
There are, however, a few signs that it is beginning to 
spend itself a little and beginning to give ground to other 
concepts. And it is significant that these changes are to 
be remarked in Western Europe, first home of modem, 
industrialized, democratic nationalism and also the 
arena where the worst consequences of this type of 
nationalism have been worked out. 

Europe’s ghastly feuds, which we might well call the 
tribal wars of modern man, have led to a disgust with the 
extreme forms of nationalism. A new and absorbing 
struggle is in progress between the old concept of 
France, of Germany, of Italy, of Holland, and of Belgium 
as separate, sovereign, absolutely autonomous states and 
a new concept of supranational communities; a new 
sense that they must work together if they are to survive. 
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Behind the talk of political and economic union in Eu¬ 
rope today there is in many hearts a sense of disillusion, 
a revulsion from the consequences of perfervid national¬ 
ism. The chance that this is the sign of a new trend, of a 
new seminal idea, is made all the more plausible by the 
place of its emergence—Western Europe, where na¬ 
tional communities have been longest in being and have 
worked the longest havoc with each other. 

But this is no more than a possibility. At the moment 
I would say that, looking around our modern world with 
its changing institutions, its social and economic de¬ 
velopments, and its new forms of growth, we are per¬ 
fectly justified in saying that nationalism is by far the 
strongest political force with which we have to reckon. 

IV 

What, then, are we to make of this force? How should 
we judge it? What are the credit and debit entries in the 
nationalist ledger? Perhaps the first thing to be said is 
that we have to give nationalism the respect which it is 
always wise to give to facts. The national community 
clearly seems to be one of the ways in which human 
beings naturally articulate their political institutions 
once they move on from the earlier patterns of tribal 
society. 

It may be that this is a premature judgment. The two 
or three hundred years of the nation state are a short 
period on which to base generalities compared with the 
millennia of the human span. Yet most nation states have 
roots that go back far beyond modern nationalism and, 
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if we take the last 2,000 years of relatively developed 
civilized history, I think it is possible to say that there 
are signs of certain national units emerging as permanent 
groupings within the human race. Perhaps “permanent 
personalities” would express the fact better. There is a 
recognizable French or German style. 

This point can, I think, be strengthened by an illustra¬ 
tion neither from Europe nor from modem history. Soon 
after the birth of Christ—under the Han dynasty in 
China—the people of Annam were incorporated into the 
Chinese Empire and there they remained for a thousand 
years. From the beginning of the Christian era to the 
end of the ninth century, Annam was part of China, and 
I need hardly underline the fact that the Chinese are 
probably, of all conquerors, the most able to absorb 
other groups into their culture, which is notoriously 
“spongelike” or absorptive. The steady spread of Chinese 
society has been by a succession of annexations during 
which alien organisms have been absorbed into the sys¬ 
tem and turned into Chinese. 

But at the end of a thousand years, the Annamites 
withdrew their allegiance, left the Empire and returned 
to being Annamites, which they have been ever since. 
In other words, the most cohesive, the most pervasive, 
the most absorptive imperial system in the history of 
mankind was unable to absorb a small neighboring 
people even after a thousand years of imperial control. 
They emerged as they went in—a recognizable national 
unit. 

The nation, then, is a normal, possibly the normal 
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personality for human groups in the post-tribal stage and 
this basic fact, without elaboration, could, I suggest, be 
placed on the credit side of the balance sheet. It would 
be appalling indeed to imagine a world without national 
differences, without variety either of culture or of tem¬ 
perament, without the possibility of counterpoint and 
harmony in international life. The picture of humanity 
all of the same type, all under the same institutions, all 
possibly wearing blue Chinese dungarees is a nightmare 
of which you can get a faint foretaste from modem air 
travel. You can go from airport to airport all around the 
world and wonder where you are. They all look exactly 
alike. This standardizing tendency in our modem indus- 
% trial system makes one all the more eager to cling to any 
sense of separate personality, culture, or tradition. Na¬ 
tional differences offer the best hope for variety and 
difference and in this measure foster taste and creative¬ 
ness in the midst of our industrial uniformities. 

Another positive value of nationalism is th at it can be 
* powerfully mobiliz ed to achiev e great communal tasks. 
This point is well illustrated, I believe, by the contrasting 
histories of two great Far Eastern countries, China and 
Japan. They both, at different times, underwent a terrific 
battering at the hands of European traders who sought 
to open up their markets to Western commerce. In the 
sixteenth century the Japanese responded by closing 
themselves up to all outside contacts and for over two 
hundred years maintained a policy of rigorous exclusion 
of virtually all foreign influence. 
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When, in the course of the last century, European 
pressure began to be heightened against China, the 
country could not make such a firm response. Its internal 
political weakness was growing. The Manchu dynasty 
was crumbling, and in the nineteenth century, foreigners 
began to exploit this weakness for their own commercial 
gain. As a result, much of the early modernization and 
industrial development of China was undertaken by 
foreigners and under foreign influence. 

The later development of the two countries was con¬ 
ditioned by these early differences. By the middle of the 
nineteenth century, it became clear to the Japanese that 
safety no longer lay in seclusion. The only way in which 
they could check Western penetration into their still 
feudal economy would be to take up the task of modern¬ 
ization for themselves. After 1870, Japanese reformers 
and modernizers took over the entire economic and po¬ 
litical system and remodeled it on the modem Western 
industrial pattern. The task could be done because the 
years of withdrawal had preserved the sense of a single' 
national community. The leaders could draw on national 
energies unconfused by foreign occupation or by inter¬ 
nal divisions resulting from occupation. 

The Chinese, on the contrary, resembled one of their 
own great junks, dismasted and running rudderless be¬ 
fore a tornado. Internally they were split. Parts of China’s 
nascent economy were under total foreign control. No 
national energies could be mobilized, for there was no 
sense of unity or leadership. From the Taiping revolt to 
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the Communist revolution, China spent nearly a century 
in search of a political unity and national will that would 
make possible the vast effort of modernization needed to 
bring half a billion people into the modem world. 

Before we leave Asia, I might cite another example. In 
one sense, India was more fortunate than China. In 
India, foreign rule brought a framework of administra¬ 
tive order and unity. The country was not simply frit¬ 
tered away between foreign and local rivalries. It gained 
a solid underpinning of order and domestic peace under 
the British. Yet in spite of much economic development, 
especially in transport and irrigation, British rule in the 
twentieth century was not and could not be dynamic. 
Nothing so far-reaching and energetic as the first and 
second Indian five-year plans could have been intro¬ 
duced save under genuine, indigenous national lead¬ 
ership. Foreign rule would always blunt and divert 
national energies. It could not direct them towards great 
constructive and cooperative ends. 

Thus foreign rul e , however enlig htened, is no subst i- 
tute for Vig orous national leadershi p. Yet it must also be 
admitted that foreign rule is one of the principal means 
by which strong national consciousness is fostered. This 
has always been so. Nothing so concentrates the loyalty 
of the tribe as the need to oppose some threat offered by 
another. But modem nationalism of the Western model 
is much more than the instinctive readiness of the group 
to defend its own integrity. It is, as we have seen, a fully 
articulated philosophy of international relations. People 
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always have resented being ruled by foreigners. Now 
their inalienable right not to be so governed is recog¬ 
nized. The world community must respect these rights 
just as domestic government accepts the rights of indi¬ 
vidual citizens. 

Nationalism in this sense is a manifestation of the ^ 
Western search for freedom under law as the organizing 
principle of human society. As such, it is the most power¬ 
ful dissolvent of empires the world has ever known. And 
I am not thinking only of the energy it gives to those 
who seek to be free. I am thinking, too, of its effect upon 
the governors. 

Up to the threshold of our day, the passing of empires 
has always been a time of trouble and misery. The links 
have only been dissolved to the accompaniment of vio¬ 
lence, destruction, and human agony. Often the result 
has been what Marx foresaw as “the common ruin of the 
contending parties.” But with the ideal of self-gove rnin g 
nationalism a new principle entered the comity of na¬ 
tions as part of the common political patrimony of man¬ 
kind. Colonial leaders have seized on it, but—from the 
point of view of amity and the peaceful transfer of power 
—it is even more important that imperial powers have 
also recognized it. And just as one element in the idea of 
self-governing nationalism can be traced back to the 
ancient Greeks, the readiness of Western imperialism to 
give ground can also be linked to the classical founders 
of human freedom. 

Alone among the active, vigorous trading people of 
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the Mediterranean in the millennium before Christ, the 
Greek city states did not use their pre-eminence to found 
an empire. When Greek interests and Greek trade began 
to spread, the Greeks set up not a single colonial system 
but other independent self-governing Greek city states. 
And when at various times, under the pressure of the 
vast Persian empire, the suggestion was made that the 
Greek cities would be advised to fuse their sovereignty 
under centralized leadership, the decisive argument was 
that although it might be better and more efficient to set 
up a large centralized system, it would not in the least 
resemble the political organization the Greeks knew and 
loved—the “polis”—the city in which all citizens had 
their vote and their stake. They would rather, therefore, 
have independent cities in a loose confederation such as 
the Delian League than anything resembling an organ¬ 
ized, centralized Greek imperial state. It was not until 
the collapse of freedom at home and the disappearance 
of self-government in the free city-states, that a leader 
arose in the person of Alexander (with our odd habit of 
naming all conquerors great, we call him “the Great”), 
who created a vast empire based upon Greek power and 
the extension of Greek culture. But in the great days of 
the Greek city states, they found themselves unable to 
form a centralized empire because, basically, they did 
not believe in despotic control at home. 

In our own day, one of the factors in the swift rise and 
equally swift disappearance of the European empires of 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries is that they 
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were controlled by metropolitan communities in process 
of becoming increasingly democratic. The dictatorial 
principle upon which these empires were inevitably 
based could not be maintained in face of the growth 
of self-government among the metropolitan people. 
It is difficult to be completely democratic at home 
and run systems overseas which are not. This contra¬ 
diction has worked itself out so quickly that in the 
last fifteen years we have witnessed throughout the 
old colonial areas—apart from one or two trouble- 
spots—either the transformation or virtual disappear¬ 
ance of those empires that are governed by nations 
with democratic principles at home. 

This is, I am sure, a relationship of cause and effect. 
Those who believe in national self-determination fpr 
themselves are compelled, whether some groups in 
the community like it or not, to recognize it for others. 
It is no coincidence that the one great power in the 
world that has had no history save under free govern¬ 
ment—the United States—has been, in relation to its 
power and scale, remarkably free of expansionist poli¬ 
cies or adventures. Excursions into foreign conquest— 
as in the Caribbean or the Philippines—have always 
aroused such opposition at home that they could not 
be pursued wholeheartedly and were sooner or later 
abandoned. This settled tendency cannot be dismissed 
as simply a function of America’s ample continental 
living space; in the past, largeness has usually been 
a temptation to become larger still. It must also be 
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attributed to Am erica’s adherence to the princip le 
that nations, l ike indi viduals, have the i nalienable right 
to b e free. 

This brings us to the interesting query whether the 
two large remaining empires under despotic govern¬ 
ment—the Russian Empire and the Chinese Empire— 
are likely to undergo the dissolvent process of modem 
nationalism. Have their dictatorial systems enough 
power to resist erosion? Is modem Communism, with 
its drive to create a closely knit industrial community, 
a sufficient counterforce? Here we are in the field of 
guesswork, and all I can put forward is my own guess. 
The Chinese Empire, which has been formed over 
millennia of slow growth through the cultural pene¬ 
tration of smaller tribal groups by the highly evolved 
civilization and language of the sons of Han, is now a 
nation and not an empire. The consolidation of the 
Chinese Empire took place so long before the de¬ 
velopment of modem ideas of nationalism and self- 
government that the internal groups are now thoroughly 
absorbed. There are, no doubt, frontier areas where the 
absorption is not complete. The Communists have 
had to make concessions in Tibet and Sinkiang. There 
has been some recent regrouping of local units in the 
South so as to bring men and women of related clans 
together in the same province. But these are on the 
margins. China is in essence a vast, unified nation. 

The Russian Empire is much more diverse. Along 
its southern boundaries, it controls great numbers of 
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Turkish-speaking peoples, and has sought to consoli¬ 
date the process of conquest that went on under the 
Czars as recently as the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. Soviet colonial policy has combined highly 
centralized Great Russian political and economic control 
with the encouragement of local education, local lan- 
guage, and local culture. In Europe, rising living stand- 
ar ds and greater opportunities led, as we have seen, 
to increased natio nalist feelin g. Will this be the con¬ 
sequence in such areas as Khirgizia and Khazakstan— 
or even the Ukraine? May the process even be encour¬ 
aged by the measure of economic decentralization 
which Mr. Khrushchev has recently introduced? 

I would not care to be dogmatic. In lands where 
modem education and modem industrialization have 
been thrust forward on strictly Communist lines, it may 
be that the sense of belonging to a great ideological 
community will be sufficient to counteract the fact 
that the community is still overwhelmingly run by 
Great Russians. Perhaps for some centuries yet, the 
Russians may be the Romans of this vast modem 
empire, building, expanding, giving law and order 
under a despotic government, admitting lesser peoples 
to equal opportunity and citizenship and creating a 
loyalty that transcends local separatism. Against it must 
be set the instability of the local governments in the 
fringe republics and the frequency with which the Com¬ 
munists denounce “bourgeois nationalism.” In short, 
we do not know—although I myself incline to believe 
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that the Russians may be able to consolidate a cultural 
and economic community in Soviet Asia much as the 
Chinese have done in their vast land. 

But in one area I think we can agree that the Russian 
empire has little chance of becoming permanent. In 
Eastern Europe Russian control has been extended 
over countries which have centuries of separate na¬ 
tional consciousness behind them. Some of them owed 
their deliverance from earlier empires to the triumph of 
the idea of national self-determination in Europe after 
1918. Countries like Czechoslovakia or Poland—coun¬ 
tries which have preserved their sense of national 
separateness through previous periods of imperial 
domination—are uncomfortable cement in any new or 
lasting imperial structure. The disturbances and up¬ 
heavals in Eastern Europe in recent years are a sign 
that, whatever the form of empire, the desire for na¬ 
tional self-determination still acts as a dissolvent of 
external bonds. Behind the protestations of “proletarian 
, solidarity” still lies the indigestible fact of the satellites’ 
suppression and Russian control. 

V 

So much for the strengths and benefits derived from 
the modern national spirit. If I refer to the drawbacks 
only briefly at this point it is because they form the sub¬ 
stance of many of the international problems we are to 
review. 

In its domestic aspect, the disadvantage of national- 
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ism on the European model is that it presuppose s a com- f 
mon la ngu ag e and a reasonably homogeneous society. | 
But there are parts of the world where these conditions 
hardly prevail. In Eastern Europe, for instance, the 
principle of self-determination dissolved the Austro- 
Hungarian empire into its component nationalities, but 
no frontiers that could be devised would have put all 
the members of all the groups tidily inside their allotted 
frontiers. You could not construct a Rumanian state 
without including a Magyar minority. Ruthenian groups 
found themselves in three states. German enclaves were 
everywhere. T hus emerged a pro blem of minorities, of 
their rights, of their dubious loyaItIes, of their down¬ 
right mistreafm^TlDy~Hielna}ority. And it must be 
admitted that many parts of the world tend toward 
the Eastern European pattern of intermingling nation¬ 
alities rather than the clear divisions and frontiers of 
Western Europe. 

Another factor in this confusion is the number of 
states which have come into being in the last dozen 
years by opting out of somebody else’s empire. But 
often before they opted out, they had been brought to¬ 
gether as a unit solely by the chance pattern of imperial 
conquest. The modern frontiers of Southeast Asia— 
where Thais and Karens and Mons and Kachins and 
Cambodians and Annamites and a dozen other s mall 
national and tribal groups live side by side—were deter-n 
mined more by the interaction of British and French 
colonial interests than by actual national divisions. 
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A glance at the map of West Africa shows how com¬ 
pletely the colonizing energies of the British, the 
French, and the Germans at the turn of the century 
determined the frontiers of the new states. At times, 
tribal areas and frontiers coincided, but the more usual 
experience was that of the Ewes who found themselves 
divided for a considerable time by three different “na¬ 
tional” frontiers, all of external colonial origin. The 
communities thus created could be “nationalist” in the 
sense of uniting in their desire to be rid of imperial 
control. They were not equally nationalist in the sense 
of sharing common memories, common allegiances, and 
a common tongue. 

i This is not to say that nationhood cannot be achieved 
i where this substratum is lacking. Switzerland is an 
obvious example of three language groups coexisting in 
a single state. But the more likely outcome is that ten¬ 
sion and suspicion and lack of trust will disrupt the 
community’s cohesion. 

T his risk is unhappily increased by modem demo¬ 
cratic methods. By the principle of “one man, one vote” 
and the adoption of majority rule, minorities fear to be 
perpetually outvoted by a majority of another race or 
tongue. Take, for instance, the case of Ceylon. For 
hundreds of years, Ceylon has been more or less divided 
between the Tamils, who speak one language, and the 
Singhalese, who speak another. There has been some 
friction but, on the whole, the country was free of com¬ 
munal discord, especially so long as both groups could 
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agree on the desirability of ending British imperial 
control. But since the achievement of independence 
and the introduction of adult suffrage, the Tamils have 
feared to be outvoted. They have become conscious of 
themselves as a minority and their fears and efforts at 
self-preservation have aroused the communal feeling of 
the Singhalese. In recent years there has been rising ten¬ 
sion in what was once a quiet and friendly society. 

Or let us take the example of the Indian Union. The 
idea of India as a nation state, fostering Indian pride 
and Indian nationalism, drew much of its strength from 
the struggle to be rid of the British. But inside India 
there are two major language groups and something 
like twenty-six major languages. In addition, there may 
be six hundred or more local languages. Can this welter 
of tongues be molded into sufficient unity to preserve 
the Union as a whole, especially when a number of 
states in the federation—states such as the Punjab or 
Bengal—are to be based as far as possible upon a coin¬ 
cidence of language and frontiers? The communal riots 
between Gujarati and Maharati in Bombay were a 
warning how high passions can run on the local national 
issue. Without some common tongue to reinforce the 
broad cultural and religious Hindu tradition, the Indian 
Union could founder into a confusion of competing 
linguistic states. This is a danger which modern nation¬ 
alism—and modem voting procedures—do nothing tc 
minimize. On the contrary, the stronger the nationalism,' 
the greater the risk. 
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/ But the greatest danger of nationalism in our modem 
j world is that its loyalties are too narrow. It does not 
admit of obligations beyond its own frontiers, of rights 
and duties which transcend the state. Yet in a world 


where space is conquered, where Sputniks circle above 
us and we can move faster than sound, we cannot con¬ 
fine our interests and responsibilities behind our own 
frontiers. That way leads to suicide for all states, great 
or small. This point will recur so often that it need not 
be elaborated here. 


VI 

Perhaps the most useful summary that one can give 
of all these facets of nationalism is to trace them in the 
development of one strong modem movement—Arab 
nationalism—which, at the moment, spins at the center 
of the world’s political maelstrom. 

When the Arab tribes burst into the Mediterranean 
and Levantine world twelve hundred years ago, they 
carried with them a language and a faith. These were 
planted from the shores of the Atlantic to the mountains 
of India. After the first heroic period of sweeping con¬ 
quest, the Arabs fell apart into separate kingdoms—in 
Cordova, in Tunis, in Egypt and Baghdad. But Arab 
linguistic unity remained while the Moslem faith spread 
outward to India and farther Asia. Then came eclipse, 
and for centuries—centuries of torpor—the Arab lands 
were subject to the Turkish Empire. 

The first stirrings of modern Arab nationalism began 
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when Napoleon carried the ideas of the French Revolu4 
tion to Egypt. Egypt it was that took the first tentative\ 
steps towards modernization. Then came the phase— 
typical of Central and Eastern Europe—when Arab 
scholars and poets, above all in the Christian Lebanon, 
rediscovered the glories of Arabic literature and the 
Arab tongue. These men were precursors of Arab poli¬ 
ticians who, early this century, began to plot the over¬ 
throw of the Turks. 

The first setback to this early nationalism came after j 
1918 when, in return for helping Britain and France to I 
defeat the Turks, the Arabs received not the inde- I 
pendence they expected but inclusion in the British j 
and French colonial system and the establishment of* 
a Jewish enclave in Palestine. Between the wars, Arab 
nationalism came more and more to be directed to one 
overriding aim—getting rid of the Western intrusion. 
The Second World War called a truce. After it, the 
pressure began again, and it is impossible to compre¬ 
hend the troubled Middle East if one underestimates 
the growing fervor of the Arab nationalist idea or its 
tendency to side against the Western Powers. It is 4 
rooted in a common tongue. It calls on distant but 
heroic memories. It has had external Western control 
to throw off. It still suffers the irritant of Israel. All 
these factors are enough to bring it to fever pitch. 

Equally it shows the strength and weakness of na¬ 
tionalism. It requires energy and effort to wake an area 
from the slumbers of centuries. If vast oil revenues are 
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to be used for genuine modernization, if Egypt’s ap¬ 
palling problem of overpopulation is to be met, if the 
area is to be dragged up from some of the lowest living 
standards in the world, it is difficult to think of any 
force other than genuine nationalism to give peoples the 
faith and energies and courage to undertake such tre¬ 
mendous tasks. 

But the dark face of nationalism has also shown it¬ 
self. It has yet to be proved that “Arabism” as such 
can provide the cement for communities as diverse in 
interest as the oil-rich and oil-hungry Arab states. In 
f Lebanon, with its very large Christian minority, or Iraq 
with its Kurds, insistence on Arab nationalism could 
undermine the state itself. 

But these internal problems are nothing compared 
with the recklessness of Arab nationalism as an inter¬ 
national force. No international society can survive 
peacefully if nations organize their energies on the 
basis of so much hatred of other groups. It is hardly a 
praiseworthy achievement to keep the world on the 
brink of war. No local aim can be worth the risk of 
general destruction. In its blind disregard of other 
rights and interests, in its total absorption in its own 
ambitions, Arab nationalism may end not by recreating 
the Middle East but by ending the whole human ex¬ 
periment. 

These, then, in concrete form, are the grandeurs and 
servitudes of the nationalist idea. 
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A 

JL A_LL around the world 
today, nations and societies are preoccupied with the 
problems involved in industrialism. Old established 
industrial societies have their own difficulties of stabil¬ 
ity, of growth, of balance between consumption and 
saving. But the great majority of the human race still 
live in more or less pre-industrial societies, and their 
problem is to make the decisive change from their 
traditional, largely static economic methods to the 
new possibilities of dynamism inherent in modem 
technology. This is the crucial economic revolution we 
must examine first of all. 
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In the political order, as we have seen, tribalism is 
the starting point of human history. And there is a 
corresponding economic phase of development. At some 
point, the roving human groups, hunting in the forest 
and fishing in the streams, learned how to make plants 
grow and how to tame animals. Settled agriculture 
became possible, and all over the world, wherever soil 
and rainfall favored it, tribal life came to be built upon 
"subsistence farming”—these words simply mean that 
farmers produce almost entirely for themselves, to 
meet their own needs, and are little concerned with 
production for an outside market. 

In this early phase of Agriculture, the land, generally 
speaking, is held in common by the tribe, by the clan, 
sometimes by the village; individual families are al¬ 
lotted land for use, not ownership—even though the 
same pieces of land tend to be handed down within the 
same family. The system has some great social virtues. 
The major activities—harvesting, sowing—call out the 
communal energies of the whole group and tribal, or 
village, cohesion guarantees everyone food and a share 
in the community. 

Nor, within limits, is the system wasteful. Many 
African tribes allot to each family enough land to allow 
long periods of fallow during which the fertility of the 
soil is built up again by natural regeneration. For thou¬ 
sands of years, Indian and Chinese peasants have kept 
their land in good health, manuring, watering, ter¬ 
racing, with meticulous care for the soil. 
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But there are problems which subsistence agriculture 
cannot solve. If population rises, its chief resource is 
to bring more land under cultivation. But suppose there 
is no more land? The fallowing time is cut, the land is 
overfarmed, soil erosion and exhaustion set in. The 
pressure of family demands reduces the size of family 
holdings, the strips shrink, and for all the labor that 
goes into them, they become too small to produce ef¬ 
fectively. These are the well-known cycles of subsist¬ 
ence agriculture which in small tribal communities such 
as Ruanda Urundi or in vast empires on the scale of 
China have brought recurrent crises of dislocation and 
disaster. And within the framework of largely static 
agriculture, there is no way out, once population ex¬ 
ceeds resources. It is for this reason that the search for 
new land has been one of the underlying motives of I 
conquest since history began. 

There are ways out of the impasse and their dis¬ 
covery usually marks a new phase in human develop¬ 
ment. The secre t lies in pr oductiv ity—an obscure word 
for a crucial process—in making the soil produce more 
for the same amount of work and effort. All agriculture, 
of course, depends upon human ingenuity, upon the 
application of brainpower to the resources of soil and 
climate. But there were and are obstacles in subsistence 
agriculture to the full-blooded pursuit of new tech¬ 
niques. Where the land is held in common, the innovatorl 
will not gain directly from a new usage. The individual! 
stimulus is lacking. And this is another way of stressing 
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the conservatism of static agricultural societies. 

It is in part a fruitful conservatism, since it is con¬ 
serving practices and traditions which ensure good 
husbandry. In Tanganyika, for instance, the first Euro¬ 
pean settlers scoffed at the African gardens where 
pulse and roots, vegetables and grain, all grew together. 
It did not take a long experience of European planting 
in open rows to realize that the matted African vegeta¬ 
tion had provided essential protection for the soil. 

But the conservatism also acts as a brake on essential 
change. Take, for instance, the effect of progressively 
subdividing the land available for family cultivation. 
There is no hope of greater output unless holdings can 
be consolidated, and this is one of the problems facing 
such tribal areas as the native reserves in Kenya or 
Southern Rhodesia. But the tenacity of old customs is 
underlined by the fact that the consolidation^ of faims 
is one of the aims in agricultural reform in France today 
—in other words, in a modem Western industrial com¬ 
munity. It is equally a vital element in land reform in 
India. Thus the problems which beset the passage from 
conservative farming to modem techniques of agricul¬ 
ture are new and old, local and universal. And perhaps 
for a community such as Ghana, which faces this neces¬ 
sary transformation, there is encouragement in the 
thought that all manner of peoples and societies have 
gone along this route and left lessons and warnings and 
hopes behind them; and Ghana in its turn will now 
experiment and innovate—sometimes failing, some- 
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times succeeding—and thus add its experience to the 
common knowledge of mankind. 

II 

We come now to the various ways in which the origi¬ 
nal pattern of subsistence agriculture has been deci¬ 
sively altered. In its original tribal form, it produced 
food for the local group and did little more. There was 
no margin for an elaborate superstructure of govern¬ 
ment or culture, no surplus from which external author¬ 
ity could levy taxes for administration, for war, for the 
building of great cities and temples and the creation of 
a complicated urban civilization. The first great change l 
came with the elaboration of irrigated agriculture in the | 
great river basins—on the Nile and the Euphrates, the I 
Indus and the Yellow River. In all these areas there 
was an enormous flow of water which, if it could only/ 
be regulated, would bring much greater productivity/ 
much greater powers of growth from the soil—and 
which, unchecked, would continue to bring recurrent 
catastrophe. As we have already remarked, it is in 
these areas where there was a challenge to ingenuity, a 
challenge to man to apply his intelligence to his re¬ 
sources in a new way, that the whole experiment of 
civilization, as we know it, began. 

For what we find is not simply an agricultural revolu¬ 
tion; we also find vast developments in technology, and 
in applied science. In learning to control the waters of 
their rivers, the early Egyptians and Sumerians had to 
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accomplish many other things as well; for instance, they 
had to have precise reckoning of how much soil would 
be covered by the rising waters, and in all probability 
it was in measuring the soil for this purpose that geom¬ 
etry and trigonometry were evolved—all the techniques 
of measurement upon which modern science is based. 

They also had to estimate when the rains could be 
relied upon to come, and how long they would last. A 
scientific study of climate led to the first experiments 
in astronomy, the first careful observation of the sea¬ 
sons, the first attempt to measure solar change. Thus 
[the application of water power to farming entailed 
not only an agricultural revolution, it brought with it a 
technological and scientific revolution, and these made 
possible the elaborate political structures of the first 
post-tribal states. Agriculture and the land tax were still 
the basis of their culture, but far more developed hu¬ 
man activities could be erected upon them. 

It is, however, usual in the human story for some 
great advantage to be purchased at the price of an equal 
drawback. So it proved in the great archaic civilizations. 
The systems of water-control, involving thousands upon 
.thousands of cubic tons of water, could only be managed 
Iby very large-scale planning and a very large-scale 
bureaucracy. And it is no coincidence, I think, that all 
these early societies tended in their very structure to 
be dictatorial. The work was so complicated and de¬ 
pended upon so much human cooperation of a highly 
organized kind that it could be accomplished only 
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under discipline and obedience. In such conditions, the 
cl aims of societ y, not of the individual, would naturally 
b e emphasiz ed, and in these early experiments in civili¬ 
zation, there is no sense of the inhabitants living as 
citizens with rights as free men. 

This fact has, I think, more than historical interest. 
Down to our own day we can observe the distinction 
between societies which are dedicated to planning in 
a detailed, centralized fashion and societies which are 
more fluid and flexible. The roots of this distinction 
long antedate Communism or democracy. It can be 
traced back thousands of years to the societies which 
were built up on the basis of large-scale irrigation and 
large managerial organization, and other societies which 
grew up within a less rigid framework. 

The Greeks, whom we have already met in the guise 
of political innovators, underwent an economic revolu¬ 
tion too. Their political contribution—a system based 
upon the concept of the citizen, participating in govern¬ 
ment and ruled by law—was matched by a dynamic 
response to their economic problems. Instead of remain¬ 
ing in their own, small, closed territories as their popu¬ 
lation outstripped their resources or embarking on the 
conquest of other people—the customary “solution”— 
they turned to international commerce instead. They 
specialized in the production of what we would now 
call cash crops—the olive tree and the vine—and on the 
fine workmanship of their artisans, especially the pot¬ 
ters, and in return for these exports they imported the 
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.wheat their soil was too thin to produce sufficiently. 
One social result of this change was the predominance 
I of independent farmers and of a mobile, volatile mer- 
I chant class—men who would be likely, in sturdy in- 
I dependence, to seek an open, flexible type of society. 

The Greek experiment did not last. It was overlaid 
first by the despotism of Alexander, and later, of the 
Homan world. And the Roman world, in its later eco¬ 
nomic organization, did, in fact, borrow much from the 
oriental systems of large-scale organization and plan¬ 
ning. For a comparable coincidence of economic variety 
and political independence, we have to jump about a 
thousand years, to the history of Western Europe as the 
Middle Ages come to an end. 

Perhaps the clearest way of describing this new phase 
of flexible and varied development is to compare Asia 
and Europe at this crucial time. In Asia the political 
forms were all despotic. China and India, the two great 
centers of advanced civilization, had well-centralized 
empires based on a large and effective bureaucracy 
whose chief task was to collect the land tax—or the 
grain levies—upon which the glories of the state de¬ 
pended. It is curious to recall that long after, in the 
Indian Civil Service under British rule, field officers 
were still called “collectors” because collecting the land 
tax had been the earlier governments' main concern. 

These states were immensely wealthy in all the goods 
which men most prize as luxuries—gold, silver, pre¬ 
cious stones, ointments and perfumes, fine silks and 
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tapestries, elaborate armor, thoroughbred horses, swift 
animals of the chase. Yet for all this wealth, the mer-r 
chants had not the influence of officials or landowners.! 
Internal commerce was small in relation to agriculture.' 
The self-sufficient Indians and Chinese were hardly 
concerned with external trade at all. And although Arab 
merchants sailed over all the Eastern seas, their wealth 
did not bring direct political influence or modify the 
absolute government of their Moslem leaders at home. 

In Europe, political power was diffused. Christianity, 
rendering to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and 
to God the things that are God’s, set up a central plural¬ 
ity of power. The resulting struggle of Emperor and 
Pope to achieve supremacy gave subordinate author¬ 
ities—kings, princes, cities, communes—the leverage 
to increase their own authority. Europe was strung 
across with a constellation of sovereignties, great and 
small. Many of these owed some of their vigor—as the 
Greeks had done—to a growing merchant class. Unlike , 
the great lands of Asia, Europe had to trade because | ft 
Europe was not self-sufficient. In fact, Europe was poor, li 
enclosed within one belt of temperate climate, with no 
precious metals in the soil. The European peoples had 
to look to the Levant and to Asia, for the better things 
of life. Vigorous communities trading with the Orient 
produced the burghers and freedmen of the Italian city 
states and of free communes in Germany, England, 
and the Lowlands as both internal and external trade 
increased. 
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The wealth of the cities spread out to the country¬ 
side, to modify feudal subsistence agriculture. Rich 
men from the town bought land from impoverished 
lords—or married their daughters. Enterprising serfs, 
turned yeomen, took over their own land. The bustle 
and change of the cities, open to all manner of outside 
influences, affected the traditional conservatism of the 
farms. It is a fact that throughout the Middle Ages 
there were all manner of technological experiments in 
European agriculture—changing the yoke of the plow 
to suit the horse, not the ox, for instance, or setting up 
windmills like sailing ships across the land—both being 
applications of extra energy to traction, which is one of 
the bases of all technological change. Landlords were 
also innovators in diversifying their products—as we 
see from the introduction of wool into thirteenth-cen¬ 
tury England. In short, the old pattern of subsistence 
agriculture in Europe was broken not so much by one 
great change to a new highly efficient and highly cen¬ 
tralized system but by myriad new spurts and experi¬ 
ments, based upon the activities of thousands of dif¬ 
ferent centers of economic and political power. 

At this stage, the contrast between Europe and Asia 
gave Europe no advantage in terms of wealth. As the 
Middle Ages ended, Asia was still the great center of 
political and economic power. In fact, odd as it is to 
recall the fact now, Europe at that time could never 
balance its books in its trade with Asia. The Europeans 
had little to offer in return for silks and jewels and 
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perfumes. In the end, they always had to ship bullion 
back to Asia. In fact, as late as the eighteenth century, 
pamphlets were produced in Britain in which people 
denounced all these imports of Asian muslins and dam¬ 
ask which were ruining Britain and draining it of gold 
to pay its Asian debts. It was almost like having a dollar 
gap, but in those days it was an “Asian gap” instead. 
As it turned out, the factor of wealth was less important 
than the factor of organization, of innovation, of drive 
and vitality. In fact, the very wealth of Asia served as f 
a spur to the Europeans’ further development. It was * 
their determination to trade with the great centers of 
Asia without resort to Arab middlemen that sent the 
Portuguese around the Cape of Good Hope. It was the 
dream of “the gold which Cipangu [Japan] was ripen¬ 
ing in its distant mines” that drew Columbus across the r 
unknown wastes of the Atlantic. And the vast wealth 
that streamed in from the New World was one of thei 
prime movers in Europe’s decisive plunge into the 
industrial mode of production. 

Ill 

With the industrial revolution a process was set in 
motion which is steadily and inexorably changing the 
whole life of mankind. I do not mean by this that I am 
an economic determinist—that I believe everything we 
do to be conditioned by the kind of economy we live 
in. It is true that if there is a profound change in a com¬ 
munity’s method of carrying on its economy and con- 
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ducting its daily economic life, then political and social 
institutions and even the people’s whole way of looking 
at things will also be affected. But this does not prove, 
as the Marxists believe, that economic and productive 
relationships are primary and all the res t follo ws. No¬ 
where, in fact, can one see more clearly the complexity 
of cause and effect than in the beginnings of industriali¬ 
zation in Europe. 

j Let us take three instances in which political con¬ 
ditions and social beliefs did not reflect economic con¬ 
ditions but on the contrary helped to create them. The 
first is the c rucial issue of saving . There have been rich 
merchant classes all through history—none richer, per¬ 
haps, than the Arab traders under the Caliphate. But 
it was from Calvinism that the merchants learned that 
it was meritorious on the one hand to work hard and 
build up a fortune and on the other not to spend it on 
luxuries and riotous living. Fortunes which were set to 
work to produce more fortunes through yet more work 
were one of the factors in building up the essential re¬ 
serves of capital for industrial development. In less 
Puritan societies, much of the wealth would have been 
spent—on luxury or art or magnificence. In the West, 
the merchants were often the chief exponents of auster¬ 
ity. Not for nothing were the Quakers with their plain 
dress and plain speech among the fathers of modern 
banking. 

The political atmosphere of Western Europe also 
gave encouragement to the commercial classes. Their 
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successful straggles for self-government in the com¬ 
munes and kingdoms gave them more than political 
guarantees. It protected them against the expropriatory 
whims of the monarch. Oriental rulers were unpredict¬ 
able and ruthless men in the matter of taxes and con¬ 
fiscations. If law depended on the prince’s whim, so did 
property—an insecure basis and one which discourages 
plans for sustained accumulation. 

But perhaps the most curious instance of the inter¬ 
play between cultural and economic conditions con¬ 
cerns science and technology. The industrial revolution 
is inconceivable without applied science, and the turn¬ 
ing of British minds in the seventeenth century from 
religious differences to a common pursuit of natural 
science was one of the pre-conditions of industrialism. 
Yet this shift of interest did not occur in either of the 
great and wealthy Oriental civilizations. Why? 

In India one factor at least was a religion which] 
taught the unreality of created things. There was thus 
little incentive to explore and define and measure the 
exact proportions of an illusion. In China, the study of 
natural phenomena became confused at an early date 
with necromancy and witchcraft. The Taoists taught a 
metaphysical doctrine, compounded elixirs to bestow 
immortality, and also observed natural phenomena 
closely. In the Confucian mind, Taoist observation and 
Taoist tomfoolery were damned together. Confucian¬ 
ism remained a science of human relations, not of 
material phenomena. Science never broke away from 
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the imputation of magic. In short, it was no occupation 
for a gentleman, and gentlemen held the levers of Chi¬ 
nese power. 

If I try to isolate three ele ments that were decisive 
in the t ransf er from agricultu re to indust ry in the first 
industrial revolution—Britain’s—and have proved an 
essential element in all the following ones, I do not, 
therefore, want to suggest that these are the only fac¬ 
tors. There are a myriad psychological and historical 
and social pressures which give a particular stamp to 
each new industrial pattern. All that one can say is that 
whatever other factors play a part, three are decisive: 
an increased rate of savin g, a revolution injprodu ctivity , 
and the trans formation of agriculture. 

The first two points hardly need to be elaborated. 
Even the most primitive community does a little saving. 
Not all the corn is consumed. Seed is set aside for the 
next harvest. It is saved in the literal sense and all 
saving is simply an extension of this—the postponement 
of consumption to ensure tomorrow’s needsTMost un¬ 
developed economies probab^Tuseabout five percent 
of their national income for saving of this sort. Whether 
it is seed-corn for next year, mending the ditches and 
hedges around the farms or clearing new land for plant¬ 
ing, a certain amount of capital work—saving work— 
is accomplished. 

But this degree of saving does no more than keep the 
economy stable. If the population is increasing, more 
saving is needed to keep pace with new demand. The 
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decisive change occurs when the economy, as it were, 
begins to get ahead of itself, when the saving not only 
ensures the same consumption next year but provides 
increased output which in turn promises even greater 
opportunities in years to come. Economists estimate 
that when a socie ty b egins to jiave and invest from 
twelve to fifteen percent of its national income," it has 
broken through the “so und barrier” b etween a static 
and a dynamic economy. 

Some societies have pushed this percentage up even 
further, up to twenty and twenty-five percent of the na¬ 
tional income. The Soviet Union has sustained this rate 
of saving over many decades. Production was primarily 
directed not to consumer goods but to more machines, 
more factories, more transport and more power, so that, 
all the time, the base of the economy was expanding and, 
with it, the power to produce a greater flow of goods in 
the future. But short of heroic measures on this scale, 
communities can ensure the expansion of their capacity 
by seeing to it that twelve to fifteen percent of their 
national income is devoted to the means of expanding 
future consumption and not simply to consumer goods 
such as textiles or food or movies or motorcars or any¬ 
thing that families consume and enjoy at once. 

If income that is saved is to do its work of expanding 
the whole economy, the saving must, obviously, be 
productive. An immense amount of capital was devoted 
to building the pyramids, but the construction did not 
turn Egypt into a dynamic economy any more than air- 

( 59 ) 





FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

conditioned palaces transform Saudi Arabia today. The 
range of goods which are productive in the true sense is, 
of course, vast. A new type of disease-resistant seed, an 
I improved method of plowing, better layout in a work- 
^ j shop, better roads to take goods to market—all these 
thin gs help men to produce more with the same amoun t 
oTwork , which is th e essence of productivit y. But the 
industrial revolution depends, perhaps more than on 
any other one factor, upon new supplies of energy. Put¬ 
ting more power behind each pair of hands is as old as 
civilization. Waterpower, horsepower, windpower— 
these were widely employed in earlier technologies. 
The full industrial revolution developed from steam 
power and has gone through electric power and oil 
power to the fateful nuclear power of our own day. 
Without power, there can be no industrialization, and 
the coal basins of the world are without exception the 
dirty cradles of modem industrialism. 

So much for the scale and type of investment upon 
which industrialism depends. But the crucial question 
remains—where is it to come from? And, of course, it 
can, broadly speaking, only come from agriculture, 
since before industry, agriculture is the largest source 
of basic wealth. I am not forgetting the importance of 
trade. Export incomes have been a dynamic factor in 
many economies, not least in Ghana where existing 
capital funds for development—lavish funds for so 
small a population—have been derived from a careful 
management of the large funds earned by cocoa ex- 
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ports since the war. But many export incomes are in 
turn derived from farming—wool, for instance, or cot¬ 
ton, or the fantastic profits that used to be made by 
Western merchants engaged in the spice trade. Only 
mining stands on the same footing as agriculture as an 
original, pre-industrial source of wealth; certainly no 
one in Africa will underestimate the decisive part played 
by diamonds, gold, and copper in opening up the Con¬ 
tinent. But even where export incomes earned from 
minerals are a primary source of saving, the transforma¬ 
tion of agriculture is still a pre-condition of industrial 
advance. 

So long as the bulk of the population remains on the 
land as subsistence farmers, a modern industrial society I ^ 
cannot develop. The farmers do not produce enough 
extra food to feed the workers needed in non-agricul- 
tural pursuits. Nor can men be released from the farms 
to the factories while so many hands are needed for 
traditional methods of cultivation. And farmers who are 
not producing anything for the market cannot go to 
the market as purchasers themselves. Local demand for 
consumer goods does not expand. There is thus no 
stimulus to local industrial production. Agriculture * 
must, therefore, yield men and savings to the new in- \ 
dustrialized, urbanized sectors if a modem and dynamic ' 
economy is to be achieved. 

It is obvious that to transfer the output of one section 
of the community to another can lead to painful sacri¬ 
fices. The early years of industrialism hitherto have 
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been times of human dislocation and misery. The farm¬ 
ing population work to provide the means of expansion 
elsewhere. If, at that time, their own production is 
stable, their standards must fall. Only if their tec h- 
nigues arejmproving and agricultural pr oductiv ity 
rising can the transfer of resources be ea sed in s ome 
mea sure . The first nation to industrialize—Britain—was 
fortunate in having some margins with which to ease 
the transfer. The eighteenth century was a time of agri¬ 
cultural experiment and advance. Enlightened land- 
owners such as “Turnip” Townshend or Coke of Nor¬ 
folk invented new methods of winter feeding and crop 
rotation which greatly increased productivity in agri¬ 
culture. The result was that as the Industrial Revolution 
gathered momentum in England, there was a growing 
agricultural margin from which savings could be trans¬ 
ferred to the ironmasters and the spinners and weavers 
who were beginning to build up industry in Britain. 

At the same time, let us not underestimate the im¬ 
mense hardship which the agricultural population of 
Britain underwent in those early days of industrialism 
when they came crowding in from the country into 
vast unsanitary towns where they worked sixty hours 
a week and died in misery. For at least forty years, 
.between 1820 and 1860 , the workers gained nothing 
I from their new industrial way of life. This, incidentally, 
was the period which marks the crucial intellectual 
formation of Karl Marx. He saw in Britain that first, 
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ugly, rough, brutal stage of the Industrial Revolution, 
and much that he says about capitalism was absolutely 
true of the 1840’s and 1850’s. During that period, the 
workers in the main did the saving in the strict sense of 
nonconsumption and the new wealth was devoted to 
expanding industry. It was only after 1860 that pro¬ 
ductivity of the new machines began to affect people’s 
general standard of living. Real wages rose. The workers 
began to enjoy some of the fruits of the system. But 
in the early days, it was an ugly, bitter struggle. 

Japan is another nation in which the transfer of * ^ 
savings from agriculture was mitigated by a sharp rise % 
in agricultural productivity. Japan’s' performance in 
building a modern economy is, incidentally, one of the 
world’s most extraordinary tours de force in industri¬ 
alization. The Japanese, an overcrowded people on a 
small island with almost no mineral resources, were 
able to modernize their economy in twenty short years, 
and to produce the first fully industrial nation in Asia. 

And all this was done entirely on their own initiative. 

We have already seen how the sense of modem nation- | ft 
alism was one of the spurs to this change. But in the 
actual technique of launching industrialization, the 
interesting fact is that the Japanese took as their start¬ 
ing point an extensive land reform and a great drive to 
increase productivity. It did, in fact, double between 
1870 and 1914. The working farmer had a stake in his 
land and his income was increasing. Even though a 
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high percentage of the increased output was trans¬ 
ferred, by way of taxation, into industry, a balance re¬ 
mained with the farmer. This he plowed back into his 
farm and also increased his own consumption. Men 
could be released from agriculture and the farmers also 
provided a market for consumer goods. Thus, in Japan, 
agriculture and industry expanded together. 

If we wish to see the unhappy effects of an opposite 
development, we need only look to the Soviet Union. 
Soviet saving has been on a colossal scale but we can 
^ 'i see today by hindsight that too much of the saving went 
* into industry and too little into agriculture. Until 
Khrushchev introduced his series of agricultural re¬ 
forms—of which the most far-reaching is the abolition 
fof compulsory deliveries to the state—agriculture 
(lagged behind the rapid rate of industrial advance. 
There were political reasons for this neglect. The Com¬ 
munists did not want too much prosperity and inde¬ 
pendence among farming people whose chief desire 
was to own land as private property. But the effect of 
holding down agriculture has affected everyone. It 
helps to account for lower standards of hying and eating 
in both village and town. 

Khrushchev’s reforms may begin to fill the gap; yet it 
is significant that throughout Eastern Europe collec¬ 
tivization has been partially abandoned and private 
farming tolerated while the farmers are being en¬ 
couraged to produce in some measure for the free mar¬ 
ket. Incentives are thus restored to agriculture after 
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ten years of the Soviet pattern of a merciless squeezing 
of savings from the farms. 

Yet Russia—like America—is fortunate in its re¬ 
sources. It is underpopulated. Khrushchev can order 
the ploughing of 75,000 acres of virgin land to redress 
the agricultural balance. But what happens when there 
are no margins? How do nations transfer savings from 
agriculture when their peasants are already on the 
smallest margins of consumption? This is the case in 
India and China, where the pressure of population on 
the land is so great that agricultural saving on a suf¬ 
ficient scale (and saving, always remember, means not 
consuming) could bring disaster. If you are living at the 
margin and you have to cut consumption, you simply 
die. And that, after all, is not a very cheerful prospect 
for the mass of agricultural people. This is the funda-j 
mental problem facing the vast communities of Chins! ^ 
and India. If governments save too much, they will\ 
save a great many people into the grave. And this is' 
not meant metaphorically but literally and in fact. 
There is a limit beyond which you cannot depress con¬ 
sumption when consumption is already extremely de-t 
pressed. Yet the only hope of getting away from an¬ 
cestral poverty is to save—and save generously. No <r 
dilemma is more urgent or painful than this in lands . 
where underdevelopment goes with overpopulation. i 
The political problem—whether a government r ulin g 
by consent can ever secure the needful saving—is a 
question to which we must return. Here I only want to 
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underline the special difficulties facing countries in 
which land and resources are already used up to—and 
beyond—the limit. 

IV 

When we come to the processes of industrialization, 
the variety is bewildering. It is as varied as the re¬ 
sources available in different communities. It is as 
variable as all the differing methods and principles of 
organization adopted by different states. Its essence 
may be the bringing together of workers in factory 
establishments, to transform raw materials or work 
them up further with the help of power and machines 
—but this broad generalization covers everything from 
the small cottage industry of Japan, in which single 
families work on components for large firms, to monsters 
such as the steel plant and iron foundry at Magnito¬ 
gorsk, which are the largest in the world. 

But there are one or two useful generalizations to be 
made, in spite of the confusion and the bewildering 
i variety. The content of an industrial system must be 
Jin some measure determined by local resources—by 
local minerals, by available fuel, by water, power, and 
climate. This is particularly the case in the early stages 
of growth. A typical progression is to begin to work up 
a raw material hitherto exported in a virgin state. 
Britain made this switch very early in its industrial his¬ 
tory when in the fifteenth century it changed from the 

( 66 ) 


INDUSTRIALISM 

export of raw wool to that of woolen textiles. Ghana 
no longer exports logs but has built up a timber in¬ 
dustry to export sawed wood. Oil-producing areas stop 
exporting crude oil, build their own refineries, and find 
they can begin to create a chemical industry on the 
side. 

This process is helped when local fuel is not too ex¬ 
pensive and when the manufactured export is fighter 
and more compact and carries less transport costs than 
in its raw condition. The Volta Scheme in Ghana is 
designed to bring about such a transformation of 
Ghana’s exports of raw bauxite. Cheap electricity from 
the Volta Dam would give power to a local smelter, 
aluminum would be exported and in time no doubt 
would also be worked up locally into pots and pans and 
roofing and all aluminum’s thousand other uses. 

Another typical approach to industrialization is to 
begin to fabricate locally goods which have hitherto 
been imported. If there are local skills and local re¬ 
sources, the saving on transport costs gives local in¬ 
dustry a competitive advantage. In any case, most gov- 
ern ments are prepared to give th eir indus tries som e -A 
pro tection jnTEe early stages. Tariffs are a perfectly 
legitimate_ safegu a^ for ^infa nt ind ustries.’’ They be¬ 
come harmful only when they bolster the position of 
permanently high-cost industries or safeguard huge 
developed markets which need no such protection. It 
is difficult, for ^instance, to think of such American giants 
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as General Electric or General Motors as infant indus¬ 
tries. Yet sections of their activities are heavily pro¬ 
tected. 

The successful local production of consumer goods 
k depends, like every other approach to industrialization, 
^ j upon local power. This need for local fuel explains why, 

| in the past, coal fields have been the origins of most 
| industry to this day. Local supplies of coal and iron ore 
are the most solid foundation for industrialization. But 
electricity has opened new doors. Nuclear energy will 
open more. There are few communities that cannot 
undertake some transformation of their economies. 

$ I The other necessity is an expanding market. The mere 
| presence of a single vast installation—for instance, an 
oil refinery—does not push a whole community towards 
industrialization unless other sectors of the economy 
are being transformed at the same time and new money 
incomes coming into being which new enterprises can 
satisfy. This is another reminder of the necessity of a 
dynamic agriculture with rising productivity at work 
to boost farm incomes and release workers from the 
I farms. In many parts of Latin America, for instance, 
| a considerable amount of industrial activity has still 
not drawn the whole community into an upward spiral 
of development because the countryside remains in 
the leaden torpor of peonage. 

This creation of markets and stimulus to the use of 
local resources are, of course, not the only methods of 
initiating the industrial phase. Governments can simply 
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plunge in and do it—setting up factories and power 
stations and planning a whole industrial setup on the 
model of Russja^-fest jive Year P lan. We shall come 
back to this when we look at the organization of in¬ 
dustry. But here one might say that if a government, in 
planning an industrial structure, gets too far away from 
the realities of local resources and local power, the 
industrial structure may be so expensive that in the 
short run, and perhaps the longer run, too, it tends to 
lower living standards, not raise them. Since the war, 
many countries which earlier exported raw materials— 
Brazil, for instance, or Argentina—have not always been 
judicious in their industrial plans, and high-cost in¬ 
dustry has replaced profitable primary exports. In¬ 
dustry, in short, is not a magic wand. It is perfectly 
possible to build the wrong factory in the wrong place 
for the wrong purpose. Incidentally, much of Eastern 
Europe’s forced industrialization under the Communists 
suffered from these defects. Factories were built for 
which the raw materials were not available. They re¬ 
mained, deserted hulks of steel and cement, as a monu¬ 
ment to the overplanners’ zeal. 

When we turn to the question of the organization 
of industry—by private enterprise, by public owner¬ 
ship, by a mixed system—there are two points to re¬ 
member. The first is that the first great innovations 
occurred—largely in Britain—as a result of the in¬ 
ventiveness of individual mechanics, investors, and 
industrialists. The patterns of industry were first estab- 
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fished not by government fiat but by a bustling, thriving 
' group of individual men, driven in part by the idea of 
gain but also by the desire to create. 

Once, however, these methods of production were 
established, they were available as patterns for in¬ 
dustrialization anywhere. It is one of the amenities of a 
world in which communication is possible on so vast a 
scale that we do not have to invent things twice. If 
somebody will invent them for us, we can take over the 
copyright. In fact, since recorded history began, the 
great mass of mankind has always lived on everybody 
else. 

One of the reasons why all talk of racial superiority 
or inferiority is so much detestable nonsense is that if 
KPu take the whole history of humanity, few groups 
/have lived without borrowing heavily for enlightenment 
Ifrom others. The extent to which, for example, Europe 
was at one time entirely dependent for all its major 
inventions upon the peoples of the Middle East is some¬ 
thing which Europeans, every now and then, have a 
habit of forgetting. Yet it is salutary for them to remem¬ 
ber that they did not invent the alphabet and that the 
Phoenicians did. So let us have no nonsense about racial 
superiority. Mankind possesses and shares a vast patri- 
/mony of ideas contributed from a thousand sources. In 
lithe great tasks of civilization we are indeed all “mem- 
1 bers one of another.” 

The Industrial Revolution was invented in Britain. 
It has since spread all around the world, and although 

( 70 ) 


INDUSTRIALISM 

the basic processes have been repeated—the transfer 
of wealth from agriculture, the building-up of power re¬ 
sources, the creation of a framework of transportation 
and urban development, the passing of more and more 
productive processes from the home to the factory and 
the machine—the types of organization have varied 
very greatly; and again and again, when we look at the 
structure of a particular industrial society, we shall see 
how deeply its own past history has influenced its in¬ 
dustrial shape. This, then, is the second point to keep in, 
mind—the relative continuity of historical experience) 
even through so great an upheaval as the coming of in-l 
dustry. 

In the Western world, the tradition of industrialism 
is in the main one of independent action by many dif¬ 
ferent centers of authority—a pattern with roots in the 
early development of plural power and individual in¬ 
itiative in Western Europe. This does not mean private 
activity, pure and unalloyed. Few people would follow 
Herbert Spencer in demanding that government should 
get out of the post office and education. Even in the 
United States, where the gospel of keeping government 
activity to a minimum is preached with ideological 
fervor, the percentage of government activity is higher 
than in India, which proclaims a "socialistic frame¬ 
work.” But it remains broadly true that in Western 
Europe, the Commonwealth nations of European stock, ^ 
and in North America, the determining factor in the 
economy is a great variety of industrial enterprises 
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$ / producing for a free market and guided in their policies 
I by the profit motive. And this pattern, however greatly 
its sophistication has been increased in our own day, 
also prevailed in the mercantile countries of the Middle 
Ages, from which so many modern business techniques 
—of accounting, of banking, of foreign trade—are in 
fact derived. The Fuggers and the Medicis, bankers of 
the late Middle Ages, would find their way comfortably 
around Wall Street or Lombard Street today—in fact, 
Lombard Street is named after some of them. 

Perhaps I should say a word here about the profit 
motive, since it is the dynamo of the most productive 
economies the world has ever known. It has acquired so 
many maleficent overtones and undertones, so inter¬ 
twined with all the demonology of Marxism, so con¬ 
founded with the picture of large gentlemen with 
cigars, top hats, and Astrakhan collars jumping on the 
inert bodies of the suffering workers that it is hard to 
disentangle what its economic function is. I suppose one 
might most simply say, as one businessman has said: 
v /‘The most important thing about the profit motive is 
^ *that it is really the avoidance-of-loss motive.” In other 
words, you cannot carry on a business if you do not sell 
your goods for the amount of money it costs to produce 
them. This is a fundamental proposition, incidentally, 
in all industries, including public or state industry, be¬ 
cause, in the long run, the fact that you cannot pay out 
more than you are receiving is a law of nature from 
which no economy can escape. 
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In the private sector, the profit motive is the measure 
by which you estimate that the public is prepared to ^ 
pay for your goods roughly what it has cost you to 
produce them. These costs, of course, include much 
more than the cost of labor, materials, and present and 
future capital. Profits also cover the strictly entrepre¬ 
neurial costs—planning for the future, assessing risks, 
laying in stocks at the right time, and that indefinable 
quality which gives some men their uncanny sense of 
what the public wants and how the market will develop. 
Marxist ideologies were so ludicrously ignorant of the 
actual management of business that Lenin sincerely 
believed in 1917 that a carpenter or a cook or a plumber 
could be taken from the bench and given the direction 
of a factory. But these are highly skilled functions, and 
it is from profits that they have to be met. 

There are, of course, illegitimate profits—monopoly ^ 
profits gained byjcornering a market and holdi ng con¬ 
sumers up to ransom, profits gained by gross underpay¬ 
ment of a working force which is disorganized or ter¬ 
rorized—but under normal Western conditions, the. 
profit motive has proved a reasonably accurate guide to| & 
consumer choice—which is what, in the last analysis! 
economies exist to satisfy. 

But if the dominant system is to be private enter¬ 
prise, one thing is indispensable—private entrepre¬ 
neurs. And here, of course, we meet one of the limita-/ 
tions imposed by historical experience. Large parts o 9 
Asia and all tribal Africa have not gone through the 
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training in local initiative, in municipal authority and 
private trade which went together to create the mer¬ 
chant, the banker, and the businessman of early in¬ 
dustrialism in the West. At first, in underdeveloped 
communities, there are no groups of people with entre¬ 
preneurial capacity to carry on independently the tasks 
of production. Least of all is there a whole class eager 
i and waiting to do it—as there had been in Britain. 
However, once the model of industrial society has come 
^ into existence, other countries can copy it by methods 
which conform to their own historical experience. The 
Japanese, for instance, had a strong government, strong 
feudal clans, and a skilled merchant class. The solution 
they adopted consisted of first establishing industry by 
government fiat. Then, when the concerns were in run¬ 
ning order and younger men had been trained in the 
business offices of the West, the big enterprises were 
handed over to the clans and the merchants; their 
growth stimulated in turn small artisan groups and 
families to industrialize at the other end of the scale. 
^ Government initiati ve was decisive , but a f orm o f pri¬ 
vate ente rp rise followed. In Turkey, too, with its earlier 
tradition of despotic government, the government it¬ 
self initiated the industrial program. But dislike of 
Communism was one factor in ensuring that some gov¬ 
ernment-owned industry was then transferred to pri¬ 
vate groups. 

In India, a sort of halfway house is planned, which 
once again reflects a profound historic experience. In 
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the nineteenth century, during the British phase of 
administration, ideas of free enterprise and private 
management flowed in from the British commercial 
community; as the century advanced, Indian industry 
began to develop, particularly in textiles. Yet the secular 
traditions of India are, as we have seen, bureaucratic. 
The great enterprises were based upon the state and 
upon its servants. So it is not surprising that this super¬ 
imposition of recent upon ancient experience has led 
India to evolve a mixed economy, with most weight, 
perhaps, on the public sector but with a place allowed 
for private development 

In Russia and China we meet th e extremes of total 
government al control, and t his is not^ entirely a reflec¬ 
tion of Commun ist id eology. The roots go deeper into 
history. The Chinese have always had a central bu¬ 
reaucracy. As we have seen, the early management of 
its water power and agriculture required centralized 
control. The state has always exercised immense in¬ 
fluence over the economy, organizing it, directing it, 
holding monopolies of vital commodities. Private enter¬ 
prise is connected with the period of national eclipse 
at the turn of the century when foreign interests had 
the run of China and Chinese felt dispossessed in their 
fathers house. Chinese Communism has thus drawn not 
only on ideology but on a profound historical experi¬ 
ence. 

Even Russia, with its closer links with the West, has 
always been a predominantly government-directed 
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land. Peter the Great began its forcible modernization 
and industrialization. In spite of much foreign capital 
entering the country in the nineteenth century—and 
thus linking the idea of foreign intervention to “eco¬ 
nomic enslavement”—the Russian state was the largest 
employer of labor and the largest landlord in 1914. 
\Once again, the Communists have built upon a bureau- 
Jcratic, despotic tradition that is infinitely older than 
-'they. 

Thus, if we look at our present world, we see almost 
a full spectrum of industrialization, from the predomi¬ 
nantly private enterprise of the West through those 
economies in which public and private activity are 
mixed in varying degrees, right over to the total plan¬ 
ning of the totalitarian states. And much of this spec- 
ftrum is determined not by ideplogy but by concrete 
! historical experience. And in future industrialized lands, 
Jthis is likely still to be the case. 

Before we leave the question of industrialism there 
is one last thing I would like to add. The differences 
between the various forms and patterns of modern in¬ 
dustrial life are, as we have seen, wide enough to make 
up a complete economic spectrum from free to totally 
controlled. Yet this variety should not blind us to the 
fact of how much they also have problems in common. 
And the greatest problem is the problem that may al¬ 
ways haunt mankind; the problem that springs from 
A man always wanting more things than he has material 
I means to provide. In other words, economics_is_still 
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basically a science concerned with trying to make 
scarce means co ver a great many desirable and incom¬ 
patible ends. Whether you are a Soviet Commissar, or 
a Minister of Finance in Ghana, or the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, you still have that same problem: what 
shall we do and what shall we leave out, since our re¬ 
sources do not permit us to do everything? 

No economy in the world, for instance, entirely es¬ 
capes the issue of inflation and deflation. But what are 
they? In simplest terms, inflation follows when you 
try to do too much with a given amount of resources, 
deflation when you do too little. The Communists may 
have more drastic methods of dealing with these prob¬ 
lems—for instance, canceling a whole nation’s savings 
to reduce the inflationary risk. But the problems them¬ 
selves cannot be exorcised. 

What we can say of industrialism is that it has enor-f ^ 
mously increased man’s means. It has, therefore, equally/ 
increased his range of choice; it has given him dyna¬ 
mism, it has given him a larger measure of freedom, but 
it has not yet removed from him all of the elementary 
economic choices that he has always had to make. In 
his tremendous advance from primitive agriculture to 
dynamic industrialization, he has taken some of his old 
problems along. It is possible, as Lord Keynes once sug¬ 
gested, that future advances in industry and science 
will free us from the shackles of restricted choice and 
that art, beauty, the cultivation of the spirit, not eco¬ 
nomic accumulation, will become the chief purpose of 
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man. Some people argue that America is beginning to 
approach that point. But? mankind as a whole has not 
yet crossed the threshold of the abundant life. Human 
life is still one of stem necessity and unavoidable choice. 
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Colonialism 


alism, we are looking at one of the most far-reaching 
and widespread activities of mankind. It seems to be a 
fact of human nature that when one group of people 
becomes more powerful than another group, its instinct 
is to take over the weaker neighbor. 

Like all instincts, it is very old. In fact, it goes to 
the origins of human organization in tribalism. The early 
history of tribal society is, to a great extent, a history 
of conquest, reconquest and conquest again. The rise 
and fall of empires with which so much of subsequent 
history has been concerned have their roots in the very 
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beginning of man’s political activity. When, for in¬ 
stance, the British began to press forward in Nyasaland, 
they found the local Nyasas under the despotic control 
of the Yaos, who were busy selling their subordinates 
to Arab slavers. Or, an example from West Africa: it is 
as late as 1804 that the Fulani tribe took control by con¬ 
quest of the Hausa peoples of Northern Nigeria. So 
it was at the beginning of organized human society and 
so it has been everywhere, on through time and space 
until our own day. 

One of the most remarkable things about this century 
is that it is just possible that colonialism, as a recognized 
principle of political organization, may be on the way 
out. If so, it will—short of the abolition of war—be the 
greatest political revolution that mankind has ever seen. 
^Conquest has been man’s oldest and most endemic 
activity. In fact, if we rid ourselves of conquest, we 
shall have done away with nine-tenths of the causes of 
war. 

However, the results of conquest are by no means the 
same. One can distinguish many types of imperialism, 
and there are three broad groups which I should like 
to examine here. The first is a type of imperialism which 
brings with it beneficent consequences. For this to hap¬ 
pen, a number of conditions must, I think, be fulfilled. 
One is that the conquering people must have better 
techniques and a higher degree of civilization than the 
people they overcome. There is an exception to this 
that I shall mention, but, broadly speaking, an evolved 
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society has the best chance of practicing beneficent 
imperialism. A second condition is that in the process of 
conquest, the conquerors’ gifts—the techniques, the 
culture, the arts and graces, the greater skills in political 
and economic life—should be fully shared with the con¬ 
quered people. And a third condition is that out of the 
conquest—which, in these conditions, amounts to a 
diffusion of civilization—a new synthesis and a new 
unity should arise which, in a true sense, is richer and 
more varied than what went before. 

Some colonial imperial systems have, broadly speak¬ 
ing, fulfilled these conditions. Perhaps the most notable 
example is the Chinese Empire—the longest and most 
consistent of all imperial patterns. The gradual exten¬ 
sion of Chinese dominion from the Yellow River down 
to the frontiers of Annam went on for about fifteen 
hundred years, and the Chinese were able, little by 
little, to extend to all manner of tribal groups and all 
manner of primitive peoples a much higher way of life 
in the artistic and intellectual as well as in the materia 
sense. These subject peoples were drawn into the 
Chinese cultural system and became in time full merm 
bers of a new all-Chinese civilization. 

Another historical example of an empire which, on 
the whole, was beneficent in its result, can be found in 
the West. The Roman Empire began in devastation and 
violence, in the throes and despairs of civil war on an 
imperial scale, but during its greatest days, it main¬ 
tained order and peace over & vast area, preserved 
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j civilization where it was flickering out, and extended it 

/(to tribal peoples still living in a barbarian condition. 
This it accomplished because, like the Chinese, it al¬ 
lowed the benefits of its civilization to be fully grasped 
by the people it conquered. The proud boast, “I am a 
Roman citizen” could be said by men all the way from 
Britain to Antioch, regardless of their race or previous 
cultural background. So great was the vision of order 
left behind by this Roman Empire that for a thousand 
years after its collapse, the peoples of Europe made at¬ 
tempts—abortive attempts, it is true—to recreate some- , 
thing of the political unity and the scale of civilized 
communication which had been possible under the 
Roman Empire. 

I would like now to note the exception to the rules 
of “beneficent imperialism” I have been trying to estab¬ 
lish. In general, it is the civilized and developed con¬ 
queror who is most likely to turn his conquest into a 
valuable achievement of cultural and political inte¬ 
gration. But there are notable exceptions. It is possible 
for conquerors, although they are at a lower level of 
technical and intellectual civilization, to absorb from 
the people they conquer a higher standard of culture, 
and bring to it a freshness and a vigor which were lack¬ 
ing in the old and sometimes effete civilization they con¬ 
quer. When first the Ionian and then the Dorian Greeks 
entered the old decaying Mycenaean Empire, their new 
vigor and the old arts combined to create what we must 
still rail the greatest and most dynamic civilization 
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known to man. 

Another example—and one most pregnant with con¬ 
sequences for the world today—is the coming of Islam. 
When the primitive tribal groups of Arabia burst out 
of the Arabian Peninsula under the leadership of Mo¬ 
hammed and overran the whole of the civilized but stag¬ 
nant empires of the Persian and the Byzantine mon¬ 
archies, they absorbed into their new Arabic culture, 
with its specifically Arabic language, riches of antiquity, 
of Greek learning, of Christian and Zoroastrian philos¬ 
ophy, scholarship, and art which, as it were, became 
fertilized by their new energy and by the freshness of 
their approach. The result was an outburst of cultural 
achievement along the Mediterranean unequaled until 
the European Renaissance. 

For one last example, we may turn to China. In the 
seventeenth century, the Chinese imperial government 
was taken over by the Manchus, a semicivilized people 
from the North. But Chinese culture inspired the Man¬ 
chus with such respect that they became more Chinese 
than the Chinese. In the eighteenth century under such 
a monarch of genius as Chien Lung, Chinese civiliza¬ 
tion reached a peak of brilliance and achievement that 
aroused the wondering admiration of contemporary 
European philosophers. 

But unhappily for our attempts at confident generali¬ 
zation, at this point the example of external conquerors 
gaining by contact with a superior but conquered civili¬ 
zation breaks down. The very dedication of the Man- 
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chus to Chinese Confucian culture was the cause of 
China’s downfall. The new ideas and techniques com¬ 
ing from Europe, with all the force of European expan¬ 
sion behind them, demanded a radical readjustment of 
old Confucian ideas. But the Manchus, late converts, 
jwould not alter one iota of the Confucian classical 
'ramework of Chinese society. This refusal deprived 
Hhina of the power to adapt itself flexibly to the modem 
vorld and for nearly a century, the whole empire floun¬ 
dered between dead concepts it could not abandon and 
living concepts it could not accept. This paralysis, more 
than anything else, explains why the resurgence of 
China was delayed until halfway through the middle of 
this century. 

There we will leave these examples of conquests 
which in one way and another create a new synthesis 
between conqueror and conquered and turn to a second 

i ype of imperialism—an imperialism in which the con¬ 
querors did, in fact, bring great gifts of civilization but 
ailed to transfer them thoroughly to the conquered 
jeople. Because of this failure no genuine synthesis 
arose, and there was no real fusion to create a new civili¬ 
zation in which both conqueror and conquered could 
share. 

One example of this, I think, is the impact of the 
Spanish conquerors on Latin America. The first thing 
to be said of it is, perhaps, that the Indian population 
of South America did at least survive. This is not an 
unimportant point, for, after all, if conquered peoples 
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are to form part of an ultimate synthesis, they must be 
there to share in it. Some conquered peoples, as we shall 
see, were not so fortunate. It is, therefore, not a neg¬ 
ligible fact that in Latin America the local Indians 
survived the new forms of society introduced from the 
West. But to this day it cannot be said that republics 
with a large Indian population have achieved a genuine 
synthesis between the more civilized, better-educated 
groups of Spanish and Portuguese origin, and the great 
mass of the Indian peasants and mountain people. 

There has been a considerable fusion in culture and 
religion between the old and the new. It is impossible 
to see some of the churches of Central and South Amer¬ 
ica without feeling how close below the surface of 
Christianity lie older cults and remnants of a magical 
past. But on the feudal estates and in the mines, no 
synthesis occurred. The Indians were the serfs, the 
peons, the laborers at the bottom of the ladder. The 
Spanish and Portuguese settlers were carried on their 
backs. One of the causes of political instability in much 
of Latin America in the last century has been the stirt 
ring revolt of the Indian masses against the old Euro} 
pean domination; another, the emergence of new lead¬ 
ership. Because of this, we should perhaps say that the 
story is not yet finished. In the colonial period proper, 
before the Latin American republics threw off their 
direct links with the Iberian peninsula, no true synthesis 
emerged. But the ferment has gone on working. It is 
perhaps only in the next century that we shall see in 
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final form an Indian-European civilization based upon 
a full integration of both cultural traditions. 

It is probably true to say that most conquests have 
been of this type. The conquerors often brought supe¬ 
rior techniques and more advanced ways of living. 
They opened up new possibilities and even ended 
periods of stagnation. But they remained to exploit 
fund to rule. They failed to integrate themselves with 
^the local peoples and after a certain period, their alien¬ 
ness, their failure to intermarry, to settle, to produce a 
new joint class of leaders and governors caused their 
subjects to overlook any of the coincident advantages 
of their rule and to think of one thing only—how to be 
rid of them. We shall come back to this point when we 
look at the modem colonial record. 

Before we consider the third category of conquest— 
the wholly evil destructive conquests that darken the 
record of humanity—we should look at one kind of 
“colonialism” which fits very uneasily into any of our 
categories. From one point of view, it is highly destruc¬ 
tive. From another, it has led to the creation of tremen¬ 
dously powerful and civilized societies. As a type of 
conquest, it lies somewhere between our categories, in 
a contradictory class of its own. 

There are cases in history where the gap between 
the civilization of the conquerors and the social organi¬ 
zation of the conquered is so vast that it seems no 
bridge is possible between them. I have in mind here, 
for example, the settlements made by British migrants 
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in Australia. There they found a small, scattered, local 
population living as the Bushmen live in Central Africa. 
These Australian aborigines had hardly even achieved 
primitive tribal organization or institutions. They did 
not practice agriculture in any form. They belonged, in 
short, to the very first stages of man’s ascent up the lad¬ 
der of civilized humanity. It was now their tragic fate 
to be faced with men and women living at the other 
end of the scale—in the increasingly complex, scientific, 
industrialized society of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. 

Modern industrial civilization, with its technical 
evolution and intellectual drive, is, as we know, the 
most aggressive form of civilization that mankind has 
ever known. Its twin impact of science and industry 
is one that involves a total transformation of all aspects 
of life—not only of organization and technique but of 
fundamental habits of thought and social behavior. 
You have only to consider the impact of this type of 
society upon people who have not yet moved beyond 
the simplest patterns of living and working to see that, 
without immense patience, understanding, and re¬ 
straint, the incoming settlers will annihilate the whole 
social apparatus of the backward local peoples. Yet 
these qualities are not usually the qualities of con¬ 
querors or pioneers. 

The usual result is that the conquered groups can| 
find no place in the new form of society and five on as 
miserable scattered remnants in isolated reserves. One 
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cannot say that the newcomers intended these results in 
a cold-blooded, methodical way. Yet their actual be¬ 
havior has led to some of the most heartbreaking human 
tragedies that can occur, for no one is more defenseless 
than primitive man, snatched from his traditional se¬ 
curity and plunged into the ruthless, dynamic society of 
■ the modem West. 

The same process was at work in the Settlement of the 
United States. The original Red Indian tribes were 
hunters and food-gatherers. They had not yet achieved 
settled agriculture. Of all ways of life, nomadic exist¬ 
ence fits most unreadily into the advancing pattern of 
modem agriculture and industrialization. The men and 
women of European stock settling on the North Ameri¬ 
can continent steadily increased the range, power, and 
complexity of their society. The Indians fought a long 
rearguard action against this advance but could not 
adapt themselves to it in any way. Once again, the 
gap in culture was too great for a synthesis to occur, 
and in the end, the local peoples were brought to total 
and pitiable stagnation. 

Yet one cannot dismiss the settlers’ achievements as 
negative and destructive. The society they built has 
since opened its doors to millions of men and women of 
different stock and nationality and created a community 
whose people have a better chance to live a life based 
upon free choice and human respect than in any other 
age or clime. 

Nor should one suggest for a moment that the prob- 
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lems created by the gap in culture are confined to areas 
of European settlement. All Asia has records of local 
tribes totally submerged by incoming peoples of higher 
culture. These problems belong not to our color, but! 
to our humanity. To give only one instance, the aborig-' 
inal inhabitants of Japan may have been of white, or 
as some people like to call it, Aryan stock. Their way 
of life was too primitive to stand up to the higher tech¬ 
niques and greater culture of the Japanese, and today 
the “hairy Ainu” is a scattered, miserable remnant on 
one of the northern islands—a salutary lesson, no doubt, 
to white racial supremacists, but a tragic example once 
again of what can occur in the encounter between local 
primitive people and the expansive force of conquerors 
of a higher civilization and technique. 

One last group of imperialisms must be mentioned— 
the utterly malign and destructive empires of which, 
unhappily, there are one or two in the human record. 
O f the Assyri ans, it is known in general only that “they 
came down like a wolf on the fold.” But, unlike so many 
oddments of folklore, this piece of information is by no 
means irrelevant, because this is exactly what they did. 
In the records of antiquity, the activities of the Assyrian 
people read like a death-knell. They swept down from 
the north to the great river valleys of Mesopotamia and 
the “fertile crescent” of the Levant—the most highly 
civilized areas in the Middle East—and there destroyed 
kingdoms and principalities, butchered the people and 
razed the cities, and finally extinguished themselves 
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in a perpetual cycle of aggressive war. 

This last point is worth noting. It seems to me that 
one of the great arguments for the ultimate moral 
governance of the universe—and hence for the future 
hopes of mankind—is that pure aggression and un¬ 
diluted destructiveness are entirely barren. Sometimes, 
when we look at the long chronicle of history and “con¬ 
sider the injustices that are done under the sun,” the 
hopes betrayed, the sorrows without cure, we may feel 
that the whole record is a senseless tangle of violence 
and outrage and despair. Yet evil does not survive if 
it is wholly evil. The end of a monster like Hitler is 

there to remind us that, beyond a certain point,.yip- 

I ftnra and- .4wil--gre^elf : diquidgtnig. Indeed, nowhere is 
the utter sterility oL pure_.yiolence more obvious than 
in the life cycle of what may well be the most totally 
destructive empire in all history. 

From the beginning of the thirteenth century, for 
about two hundred years, the great civilized areas of 
mankind, in China, in India, in Persia, in the Middle 
East, in Russia were at the mercy of the most blood¬ 
thirsty marauders known to man—the Mongol riders 
of the steppe. The name of Genghis Khan is remem¬ 
bered for little but butchery and destruction. When 
his horsemen came to Baghdad, then at the height of 
the glory of the Abbasid Caliphate, what did they do? 
They razed the city, they burned an irreplaceable 
library of priceless books, and they left a pyramid of 
half a million skulls in the main square. North India 
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was sacked and China spared only because the great 
Khan was persuaded to believe that the Chinese would 
be more useful working than dead. Such was the scale 
of this appalling outbreak of primitive destructiveness. 

But now comes the pregnant postscript. The Mongols 
left no creative tidemarks on the shores of history. Their 
imperial control came and vanished again as quickly as 
their raiding hordes. They themselves quarreled over 
their heritage, and within three centuries of their erup¬ 
tion, virtually nothing remained—no culture with a 
Mongol stamp, no dynasty, no lasting achievement off 
any sort. Thus, once again, the final victim of the total 
tyrant is shown to be the tyrant himself. There ha vd 
been wholly maleficent empires, but by that very fact 
they do not last I 

II 

Now with these very broad generalizations about the 
nature of empire in mind, let us look at some of the 
imperial problems of our own day. We may, I think, be¬ 
gin with an imperial record of which the last chapter is 
being written. Save for a few tiny outposts such as 
Hong Kong or Macao, nothing survives of the Western 
imperial system in Asia. In the last ten or eleven years, 
a whole phase of human history has been concluded. 
European colonization of Asia has come to an end. 
How, then, should we judge it according to the criteria 
that we have established for beneficent—and less benef¬ 
icent—empires? How does the record look, now that we 
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are beginning to see it in perspective? 

, There are three points to consider: the character and 
I quality of the conquerors, the extent to which they 
^ brought benefits to the conquered, and the question 
whether some sort of final synthesis was worked out 
between them. This last point, I admit, is. difficult to 
establish, for we are dealing with a system which only 
came to an end the day before yesterday. The synthesis 
could, conceivably, he in the future. Certainly, on the 
analogy of earlier empires, the 150 years the British 
spent in India is a very short time for any sort of genu¬ 
ine cultural fusion to be achieved. But judgments will 
foe passed, nonetheless, for in the twentieth century we 
I live with a markedly accelerated view of time. We 
expect everybody to be civilized in ten years, whereas 
the Chinese went on civilizing for over fifteen hundred. 
The revolutionary changes in our spatial relationships 
have been matched by a speeding-up in our time cycle 
and in our temporal relationships as well. The difficult 
we do today, the impossible tomorrow. Given this esti¬ 
mate of time’s efficacy, the European record can already 
be judged. 

Since there is not space here to follow the activities 
of all the European colonizers, I shall refer in the main 
to the British, whose activities were in any case the most 
sustained and widespread. The first point to discuss is 
whether as colonizers they brought to Asia superior 
gifts and techniques and thus helped to raise and en¬ 
hance local standards. And we run into a difficulty here 
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right away, for the British conquerors changed enor¬ 
mously in the course of their conquests. When the first 
British traders came out to Asia, they were very far 
from superior in technical civilization to the people 
with whom they now came into contact. As we have 
already seen, the civilizations of Asia at the turn of the 
seventeenth century were in many artistic and cultural 
values superior to the culture of Europe. When in the 
eighteenth century, the British King, George III, sent 
Lord Macartney to ask the great Manchu Emperor, 
Chien Lung, to open trade relations with Britain, the 
Emperor replied: “The Celestial Empire possesses all 
things in prolific abundance and lacks no product 
within its borders. There is therefore no need to im¬ 
port the manufactures of outside barbarians in ex¬ 
change for our own products.” He added that he was 
nevertheless gratified that the Biitish King “dwelling 
at the ends of the sea” had shown his readiness to pay 
homage to the supreme Emperor and was graciously 
willing to send back some gifts in return. 

Such was the opinion of the Chinese Emperor in the 
eighteenth century of the British merchants who wanted 
to come out and establish themselves as traders in his 
territory. Nor at that time was Chien Lung’s estimate of 
what the West had to offer too wide of the mark. One of 1 
the reasons for the disgraceful development of British 1 
sales of opium to China at the turn of the eighteenth \ 
century was that it offered the only alternative to 
paying good bullion for silks and porcelains European 
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markets were pressing to buy. 

But in the late eighteenth century, the Europeans 
began to become much more formidable. Under the 
drive of forces we have already described—free in¬ 
stitutions, scientific discoveries and the coming of the 
Industrial Revolution—a complete change occurred in 
the balance of power. The new techniques made these 
tiny bodies of Europeans more formidable than any¬ 
thing that Asia had seen since the Mongol raiders. In 
4 sense, this change of balance does not strictly deter¬ 
mine whether the incoming Europeans were now more 
highly civilized than the Asian lands. In ceremonies 
and public monuments, in gardens and temples, in 
beauty, philosophical riches, and length of tradition, 
Asia was still a supremely cultivated place. 

But in the nineteenth and twentieth century, the 
values that were coming to the fore were hard, driving, 
rational, scientific values, the application of mind to 
the material substratum of existence in order to make it 
work and produce, the manipulation and creation of 
/new machines, a scientific curiosity about all causes 
I and effects; and with this went a drive to national 
consciousness and political self-expression new in the 
history of mankind. 

With this equipment, the European impact was that 
of a battering-ram when it reached Asia, knocking the 
breath out of venerable tradition and shattering any 
institution of which the foundations were already 
flawed. It was as though a hurricane had struck the 
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East, and to a very considerable extent the authors of 
this hurricane knew as little of what they were doing as 
the winds themselves. 

They say that the British Empire was acquired in 
a fit of absence of mind. There is an element of truth 
here, in that the Westerners went out to Asia not to 
conquer but to trade. Wherever local conditions were l 
stable enough and local authority powerful enough to \ 
maintain order, no conquest occurred. Japan, as we have \ 
seen, simply excluded all merchants once the Shoguns 
realized the unsettling effect of the European traders 
and missionaries. China had enough of a central gov¬ 
ernment even in the decadence of the Manchus to pre¬ 
vent outright colonization. But the petty warring princi¬ 
palities of South East Asia and Indonesia were no 
match for the vigor of the incoming traders bent on ; 
concessions and monopolies and always ready to take 
a hand in dynastic politics, backing the more compliant 
Sultan against his rivals and thus taking all effective 
power out of his hands. 

The most momentous instance of local weakness in¬ 
viting foreign intervention occurred, however, in India 
itself. Had the Mogul Empire survived to the nine¬ 
teenth century, it is safe to say there would have been 
no British Empire in India. But when the British traders 
began to arrive and began the process of protecting 
their position against other—mainly French—trading 
rivals, the Mogul Empire was in dissolution. Local 
princes fought for the succession and the foreign traders 
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joined in the fights, playing one pretender off against 
another. In the disorders, British power steadily grew 
as it took responsibility for stable local conditions— 
stable for trade, I need hardly say. This was not a 
ffanned, stage-by-stage effort of conquest but a largely 
spontaneous response to the collapse of local authority. 

Now, I do not say that ambitious Britons on the spot 
did not accelerate the process. In fact, a useful mono¬ 
graph could be written about the consequences for 
Asia of the late development of the telegraph system. 
In the 1860’s, for instance, an active young British Army 
Lieutenant, fighting the Taiping rebellion in the Yang- 
tse valley of China, proposed to annex the valley to 
Britain. He cabled to London saying in effect: “Can 
easily annex the whole of the Yangtse basin. Do you 
want it?” Back came a horrified cable from London on 
the theme: “Down, Sir! Down, Sir! Put it down!” 

I often think that if, in the earlier phases of the oc¬ 
cupation of India, men like Lord Wellesley had been 
obliged to cable: “’Would you like me to take over the 
rest of Bengal?” the expansion of British power in India 
might have taken a very different course. But since it 
\took six months to get an answer from London, the men 
pn the spot had a freedom which disappeared once the 
telegraph took over. This fact underlines how little the 
British conquerors of India were working to a plan of 
expansion laid down in advance by the central govern¬ 
ment at home. 

However, even if they were inadvertent colonizers, 
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colonizers they remain. How did they acquit them¬ 
selves? Having come into their colonial heritage partly 
by way of trade, what did they do with it? Were the 
consequences beneficent or baleful? To what category 
of empire-builders should they be assigned? 

Perhaps the best way to illustrate the strength and 
the weakness of the system is to return to the compari¬ 
son made on an earlier page—between the differing 
fates of India, China, and Japan under the Western 
impact. As we have seen, their experience provides a 
sort of spectrum of the whole Asian experience—I ndia 
S° m PM e iy absorb ed in to a westernempire, ChinaTbat- 
tered and s hake n and tom, the d irect responsibility of 
no o ne, bare ly even of its own government, and Japan 
res l stin g the Weste rn onsla ught completely until it was 
r e ady after 1870 to modernize ..itself and initiate the 
process of industrialization in its own way and under its 
own leadership. Each case illustrates some aspect of 
Western colonialism, the good and the bad. 

Let us begin with India. By taking over the admin¬ 
istration of the subcontinent, the British became respon¬ 
sible for the whole society—directly in British India, 
indirectly but effectively in the princely states. In many 
ways, this responsibility was exercised soberly and 
justly. The British restored the old boast of the Indian 
Imperial tradition—of the Mauryas and Guptas and 
Moguls in their greatest days—that a woman could 
safely walk alone with a bag of gold on her head from 
one end of the realm to the other. “Law and order” is 
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jw a condition we take fo r granted until we los e it. Its 
* restorationand maintenance in India for over a hundred 
years was an incalculable blessing—especially for the 
peasant—after the violent foundering of the Moguls. 

Jfr “Law and order” allowed the population to surge 
ahead. British responsibility had to extend to the feed¬ 
ing of the masses and the prevention of famine. A 
modem network of railways in India was set up not 
only to assist trade but also to ensure the movement of 
food from surplus to deficit areas. Vast irrigation 
schemes were launched to bring more land under grain. 
In fact, when India became independent, it had more 
irrigated land than any other ten countries put together. 
In a wide variety of ways, modem techniques and 
methods were introduced over the years and economic 
growth enjoyed the background which it most requires 
—that of security and legality. All these are not neg¬ 
ligible benefits. And they were reinforced by something 
of even greater significance. 

/ If you believe—as I do—that the most valuable and 
/yet most precarious human good is freedom, the British 
[imperialists must be allowed their part in bringing this 
great ferment to the East. Concepts of self-government 
and individual rights were no part of the Asian tradi¬ 
tion. There had been wise governments and benevolent 
governments and magnificent governments—but never 
one that was free. In retrospect the British may be 
proud of having helped to create in India the attitudes 
of mind, the temper and the philosophy which were 
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among the forces which ultimately drove them out. 

They may not have been great educators in the sens? 
of creating a modem mass educational system. How 
would they do it in India when as late as 1870 they had 
not done so at home? The government was essentially ai 
“law and order” government, not a modernizing one.' 
But British rule was not obscura ntist-cither. Most of 
the time, the inflow of new ideas was encouraged, not 
banned. Indians who wished could obtain British edu¬ 
cation. Schools were opened in India by public and mis¬ 
sionary bodies. It was still education of an elite, but it 
was in the new, liberal tradition. 

You may be inclined to question the paradox that 
imperialism can bring freedom. But the British who 
came to India to trade and stayed to govern could not 
leave all their ideas and philosophies at home. In the 
1820 s, men of the stamp of Munro and Elphinstone 
already spoke of the duty to train Indians for self-gov¬ 
ernment and saw it as the only justification of the Brit¬ 
ish presence. It was an English official, Alan Hume, 
who first founded the Indian National Congress to 
arouse interest among Indians in the tasks of govern¬ 
ment. The British brought the ferment whether they 
liked it or not—and some of them did not—and as the 
decades passed and popular rights became steadily 
more assured in Britain, the ferment strengthened and 
spread in India—the ferment of men who believed they 
should enjoy the rights of liberal government, and that 
among those inalienable rights was that of not being 
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J ruled by anyone else. 

/ This concept, as I have said before, I believe to be 
/ a new departure in the history of mankind. There have 
been many revolts against conquerors in the past but I 
think it is only in the nineteenth and twentieth century 
that we have started to formulate, within a recognized 
international code, the principle that nations have the 
inherent right not to be part of other peoples’ empires. 
/And this, as we have seen, is fundamentally a projection 
I of the Westero development of political rights within 
/ the national community. And it was the West that car¬ 
ried it round the world. 

But the Europeans came primarily to trade, and 
many of the evils which are now remembered against 
them spring from the single-mindedness with which 
they set about making the most of their economic op¬ 
portunities. Sometimes the mischief was direct, con¬ 
scienceless exploitation. There were famines in Java in 
the mid-nineteenth century because peasants had been 
compelled to grow export crops to the neglect of food¬ 
stuffs. 

Sometimes it sprang from economic developments 
which simply bypassed the local inhabitants. At the 
turn of the nineteenth century, there were fantastic 
developments in raw-material production in South East 
Asia. Between 1880 and 1914 the swamps of the lower 
Irrawaddy were transformed into one of the greatest 
rice-producing areas of the world. Malaya became the 
greatest supplier of tin and rubber. But in Burma only 
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European merchants and Indian middlemen took the 
profit. The Burmese peasant ended, as often as not, 
bankrupt and expropriated as well. In Malaya, Euro¬ 
peans and Chinese were the organizers—and absorbers 
—of the new wealth. It was not surprising that the 
Malayans accepted Japanese conquest so passively, nor 
that the first act of the independent Burmese govern¬ 
ment in 1947 was to nationalize practically everything 
—in order, primarily, to take the nation’s entire re¬ 
sources out of foreign hands. Second thoughts have, 
incidentally, modified this policy. 

Perhaps the most damaging and pervasive economic! 
disturbances sprang not from direct exploitation butl 
from the unplanned consequences of the European in-/ 
cursion. In the earlier Asian economies a rough balance 
existed in the village between farming and handicrafts. 
The local products eked out. farm income, helped to 
build a merchant class in the city and had already le<l 
in some areas to the development of large-scale pro¬ 
duction—of calico from Calcutta, for instance, or mus¬ 
lins from Dacca, and all the range of silks and porce¬ 
lains from China shipped out through Canton. These r 
workshops and handicraft centers would have been-— 
as they were later in Japan—one of the bases of future 
industrialization and modernization. 

But it was this whole structure that was shattered 
by the flooding-in of European manufactures in the 
nineteenth century. One can see the full effect of this 
economic tornado in China. The old handicrafts were 
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destroyed, ruin in the villages deepened; the govern¬ 
ment had not the power or capacity to resist the foreign 
traders and investors. They set up factories in free ports 
wrested from the Emperor, and industrialization began 
not in the country at large under local auspices—as in 
Britain—but in the treaty ports under foreign owner¬ 
ship. In time, some Chinese joined in and even became 
very wealthy. But behind them, the vast moribund 
countryside sank into an ever-deepening crisis of peas¬ 
ant debt and despair. 

India suffered less heavily, for it had a working ad¬ 
ministration, and while the British certainly did not 
encourage local industrialization—they were free-trade 
men, and Lancashire did not like the idea of Indian 
tariffs against British cotton goods—they did not forbid 
it, and their orderly administration provided a stable 
background for experiment. The manufacture of local 
textiles grew strongly and the energetic Tata family 
even contrived in the face of British discouragement 
to lay the foundations of an iron and steel industry. As 
in so many other countries, the two world wars also 
accelerated and diversified India’s nascent industriali¬ 
zation. 

But how far all this is from anything we could recog¬ 
nize as a policy of national development can be seen 
—as I have suggested—by comparing the experience of 
China and India with that of Japan. First by rigorously 
excluding the Westerners and then by adapting their 
system in a vast internal national effort, the Japanese 
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were the first to transform their society and meet the 
West on its own terms. It is only now, seven or eight 
decades later, that the Indians and Chinese, in their 
different fashion, are attempting the formidable task 
of modernization. In other words, the nation with the 
least colonial contacts was able to learn most quickly 
the colonialists’ techniques. 

Out of this confusing web of good and evil, can we 
say that something good and lasting has been con¬ 
served? Has some synthesis of conquerors and con¬ 
quered come about? Can we give a verdict yet? One 
type of synthesis—a warm, local social fusion of two 
ways of life—was excluded by Western prejudices of 
color. Since, however, the conquerors in Asia were not i 
permanent settlers, these barriers of color did not be- / S*- 5 ** 1 
come a permanent irritant and in any case are giving! 
ground today. 6 1 

But at the political level, the readiness of Britain’s 

Asian dominions—with the exception of Burma_to 

remain in the informal partnership of the Common¬ 
wealth suggests that in the balance more weal than ill 
came from the colonial years and that a working as¬ 
sociation on the basis of equality between Asia and 
the West may be more than a Utopian idea. If over the 
years this association continues and becomes more con¬ 
fident and varied, the synthesis it offers could be fruit¬ 
ful indeed for the human race. There is no skill the na¬ 
tions need to learn more speedily than that of living and 
working together, and it is hard to exaggerate the im- 
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portance of any practical working model which shows 
them how. 


Ill 

We come now to the only two large colonial systems 
left in the world—European colonialism in Africa and 
Russian colonialism in Europe and possibly in parts of 
Asia, although, as I have already suggested, the Asian 
aspect is somewhat more problematical. What shall we 
say of contemporary imperialism in the light of our 
criteria—the degree of civilization which the conquer¬ 
ors bring with them, their readiness to share it with the 
people they conquer and the lasting result for both 
conquered and conqueror? 

One should say, at once, that there can be no single 
verdict on the whole of Africa. Too many different 
peoples, too many different policies are involved. But 
since some generalization is unavoidable, I would say 
that, broadly speaking, we can distinguish three dif¬ 
ferent approaches to African colonization. 

In many areas of Africa, the Europeans came, as they 
came to Asia, as traders and they stayed for many of 
the same reasons: the opening up of promising lines of 
export, the collapse of local authority under their pres¬ 
sure, intense rivalries to keep each other out. And just 
as the beginning of colonialism in Africa resembled 
the Asian episode, so, too, does its course and its out¬ 
come. I believe such areas as West Africa, parts of East 
Africa, and the Congo have gained greatly from “law 
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and order”—-from the ending of tribal wars, from new 
concepts of political freedom and the rule of law and 
from the beginnings, particularly in West Africa of 
systematic modern education. In the economic field 
he pattern, too, for a considerable time resembled the 
Asian experience. The traders pursued their own profit- 
e ading, mining, and plantation interests, but they 

h f n ° res P ons i lbiIit y for development over and above 
what they needed for themselves. Yet, as in Asia, there 
were incidental local advantages—ports built, roads ex- 

^h ed ’ffi Ub lC UtlIiti6S introduced -and local people 
with sufficient initiative could play some part fn the 

new market economy that was being built on the mt- 
gins of traditional subsistence agriculture. 

Moreover since the last war, the old lamer favre 
economics have been modified. A new sense of re- 
sponsibility for colonial peoples has taken its place. 
Grants from welfare and development funds schemes 
°r accelerated education, a newLerest in n^eZt 
culture these represented a new approach whicl/in 
some areas, has amounted to little less than a revolu- 
hon. In French Africa, before and after independence, 
rench Government has spent about $300 million 

the e fn m P T- TheSe territ0rieS ’ t0 & the * with 

e former Belgian colony of Congo, have also benefited 

by a Common Market Fund of over $1000 million in the 

mJmo"; British have avera g ed about 

In short, the African experience in some areas has 
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Ween more generous and constructive than the earlier 
Lian model. There has been more direct _ effort to assist 

local peoples and less reliance upon the benefi ^ l s 
effects of pursuing metropolitan interests. There u 
therefore a strong likelihood that parts of Africa mtt 
follow the Indian model in their post-colonial associa- 
tions. Ghana, like India, has decided to remain^> equal, 
independent partner in the Commonwealth. The terri¬ 
tories formerly attached to the countries of the Common 
Market have formed a well articulated association with 
it and with each other. Only in the Portuguese areas does 
the future road seem barred. It is perhaps a sa e gen¬ 
eralization to make that throughout most of the African 
lands that lie between the Sahara and the frontiers of the 
Rhodesias, independence in friendly association wit 
, Europe is a possible development of the colonial phase. 
If this proves the case, there could be no better basis for 

\ a lasting, fruitful partnership. 

But this, unhappily, is not the only African pattern. 
In the Union of South Africa, where extensive white 
settlement—not to speak of Asian settlement-has 
produced a plural society, there is no hopefo prospect 
such as I have described. One may admit all the dif¬ 
ficulties. The white settlers have been m great measure 
the organizers and producers of wealth—just as t e 
Chinese have been in Malaya. One can recall the dif¬ 
ficulties raised in all mixed commuiuties-Asian or 
African or European—by the rule of ‘one man one 
vote,” which automatically gives political power to the 
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racial majority which may, from the accidents of his¬ 
tory, be tiie least prepared for political responsibility. 
All this can be admitted. Yet it still remains true that 
no human community in our day can be founded upon 
a total contradiction and this, surely, is the present basis 
of South African policy. 

In the Union today, the processes of economic 
growth are going forward at breakneck speed. With an 
annual investment of over twenty percent of national 
income, South Africa has been expanding and diversi¬ 
fying its economy in every direction, even though gold, 
diamonds, and uranium remain a basic source of wealth. 
But manufacturing industry has caught up with mining 
in importance to the national economy. 

But all this wealth depends upon the labor of mil¬ 
lions of Africans. The 300,000-odd migrant laborers in 
the gold mines are not the only essential sector of the 
working force. All the bounding growth of secondary 1 
industry depends upon African labor and upon increas- j 
ingly skilled African labor, too. Yet the political basis of | 
the society is to deny the African any responsible part | 
in a community wholly dependent upon his labors. I 
do not think that any system based upon so profound a 
contradiction can endure. Nor, clearly, can there be any 
hope of reconciliation or cooperation between the 
various communities. What seems to lie ahead today 
is not synthesis but explosion. 

But the Union is not the only area of mixed migration, 
where African and Asian and European live side by 
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side. In the Central African Federation of Northern 
and Southern Rhodesia and Nyasaland, and in Kenya, 
Europeans have come not only to trade and to organize 
development but to settle and make their homes. The 
fateful question in these areas is whether the South 
African model is to be followed or other more hopeful 
patterns can be evolved. 

I I* 1 theory, at least, these mixed societies are dedi- 
A /cated to the ideal of equal partnership in a plural soci- 
I ety. In practice, they face a difficulty which we have 
met before—the obstacles to cooperation that exist in¬ 
evitably when one group of people in a society belongs 
to a totally different level of cultural and economic 
development from the others. Sometimes, as in America 
and Australia, the gap proved too great to be bridged. 
Moreover, the philosophy of the day did not lay upon 
fhe dominant people the duty to do all in their power 
ko bridge the gap. It is possible that, if Central and 
East Africa had been colonized a century sooner, the 
tribal Africans might have been reduced to as miserable 
a remnant as the Hottentots in South Africa. 

But in the late nineteenth century, the world’s con¬ 
science was more alert. King Leopold’s decimation of 
the Congo Africans, for instance, became an interna¬ 
tional scandal and the Belgian government had to re¬ 
verse his policy of total exploitation. The Africans thus 
survived, but still in a primitive, tribal condition. The 
question for this century is, therefore, still how to bridge 
the gap. 
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This problem, I hasten to add, has nothing to do with 
racial superiority or inferiority. It has a great deal to 
do with the stage in the human journey a particular 
group has reached. In Central Africa, tribal society, 
much disrupted by local war and by Arab slave raiding, 
had to meet head-on the new, technical, scientific, 
rational European thrust from outside. It is hard to 
exaggerate the gulf of ages between inhabitants of 
static, traditional, tribal society and the restless, adven¬ 
turous, individualist Europeans who came in as prospec¬ 
tors and fortune-hunters or the modern commercial 
and financial organizations which followed in their 
wake to consolidate and exploit their discoveries. On 
the one hand, you had small tribal groups still living 
in the dream world of magic and myth, following their 
own traditions by instinct and custom; on the other, 
the twentieth-century techniques, the high-power pres¬ 
sures of materialism, rationalism, gadgetry, and mech¬ 
anization. Between the modern office buildings shining 
with chromium, the modern smelters, the vast machines, 
and the thatched huts out in the native reserves, he 
millennia of change and experience. Can millennia be 
rolled away in a few decades? 

Perhaps the first thing to say—since so many people 
deny it—is that there is nothing inherently impossible 
in the aim of producing a multiracial society on the 
basis of partnership and political equality. In the West 
Indies, for instance, people of divers racial origin have 
come to form coherent political communities which 
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govern themselves on the basis of full and equal polit¬ 
ical association. With the development of education, 
with the passage of time, a new and hopeful synthesis 
is beginning to emerge in the Caribbean. There is, 
therefore, no inconceivability about a similar evolution 
in the communities of mixed racial stock in Africa. 

But the West Indies had time. Through three hun¬ 
dred years of stress and trouble and evolutionary 
changes the new patterns have been worked out not 
under the fierce light of modem worldwide pressure 
and publicity but in a local, leisurely way. Nothing of 
that sort is possible in modem Africa. The whole 
world’s political and racial nerve-ends are far too sensi¬ 
tive for any local policies to remain unnoticed. In any 
case, to the north, in West Africa the victories of Afri¬ 
can nationalism are putting the clock forward every 
hour. If the aim is partnership in a multiracial society, 
^ ! it must be pursued not as a remote “far off, divine 

| event” but as an urgent priority of present policy. 

I should like to underline three fundamental con- 
^ Iditions of advance. The first is continued economic de - 
ivelo pmen t. because education, which is the only quick 
bridge across the millennia, is an expensive business. 
In Central Africa, so long as the price of copper re¬ 
covers, the means of development exist. In fact, in few 
places in the free world has the economy grown at such 
a rapid pace. 

But means alone will not ensure success. They must 
be deployed in serious, ambitious schemes for general 
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education—schemes which really open the door of the 
future to all citizens, independent of their race or origin. 
Education has to become the driving, central force of & 
government policy, the goal for which all other amen¬ 
ities are, if necessary, set aside. Cecil Rhodes once 
claimed his ambition to be: “Equal rights to all civilized 
men.” But the ideal is a mockery unless every energy! 
is bent upon extending civilization—by the only route,! 
education—to the whole body of citizens. 

Education, undertaken with this energy, creates the 
third condition—which is ho pe. No one pretends that 
the African in his reserve today can undertake the full 
direction of a modern community. His fear is that no 
one of his race, whatever his talents, will ever be al¬ 
lowed to do so. To this fear, massive education is the 
answer, with no bar set to the capacity of rising young 
men, black, brown, or white. 

Education, too, can offer a rational approach to the 
inflamed issue of the franchise. To link the vote to 
educational qualifications is not arbitrary—as are all 
distinctions based upon race—and it ensures that with 
each generation leaving school, the aim of “one man, 
one vote” will be more clearly realized and upon a 
sound basis of knowledge and responsibility. Today, 
the obvious degree to which policies in Central Africa 
fall short of these conditions is a measure of the dangers 
to peaceful evolution that lie ahead. 

Africa is thus a picture of paradox. In Africa South of 
the Sahara the colonial period plunged a slumbering 
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continent into the strenuous risks and opportunities of 
the twentieth century. In most lands, the passing of 
colonial control leaves open the possibility of future 
cooperation between men of European and African 
[stock. But where the Europeans are permanent settlers, 
[that possibility is either denied—as in South Africa— 
or it is in jeopardy. In these areas, the risk is clear that 
the legacy of colonialism will not be a new synthesis 
but a perpetuation of struggle and hate. 

IV 

We come now to the question of Russia’s empire. I 
have already suggested the reasons, on grounds of na¬ 
tionalism, for supposing that Soviet control in Eastern 
Europe is unlikely to prove permanent. Here I would 
f like to add another factor—the inefficacy of Marxism 
J as an ideological cement to take nationalism’s place. 
t The history of mankind’s visions and beliefs suggests 
that no p olitical doctrine lasts indefinitely ; any very 
rigid political doctrine is fortunate if it endures a hun¬ 
dred years. Principles last : th e principles of freedom, 
forjnstance, or~of self -determination,j)r of theTrule of 
la w ; but immensely complicated theories of human be¬ 
havior which try to cover everything from mathematics 
to market-gardening very rarely survive because, as we 
know from human experience, life does not fall into 
such neat and preordained patterns. Nor is there any¬ 
thing more ultimately tedious than a vast apparatus 
of solemn nonsense designed to explain everything 
about everything. 
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In America recently I met some of the fighters-for- 
freedom from Budapest. They were among the young 
students whose protests had set the whole October re¬ 
volt in motion. Yet they told me that they had not in¬ 
tended to start a revolution. “Do you know what we 
really wanted?” they said. “We wanted to get rid of the 
hours of compulsory Marxist indoctrination in our 
classes.” In other words, a whole new generation who 
were supposed to be the vanguard of the new Com¬ 
munism were so bored that they would rather risk being 
shot than continue to study it. 

Nor do I think that startling new industrial advances 
in Eastern Europe—of which the foundations are being 
laid now—will be enough to counteract the spirit of 
nationalism. On the contrary, the reverse has been true 
in Europe. The more technically developed a nation > 
becomes, the more its industry and wealth expand, the 
more conscious it becomes of its own national sub¬ 
stance, the less ready to be run by somebody else. It is, 
therefore, at least possible that the whole process of 
increasing and encouraging economic growth in East¬ 
ern Europe will at the same time increase the tendency 
of the people to reclaim that national freedom which, 
historically, they have already enjoyed. 

The picture in Soviet Asia is, I think, different. It is 
not only that many of the Turkish-speaking peoples of 
Central Asia had little tradition of separate nationhood 
before they were absorbed by the Czars into the Rus¬ 
sian Empire. It is not only that the Soviet leaders by en¬ 
couraging local tongues and local cultures have avoided 
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a direct and extreme collision with national feeling. 
The fundamental reason why this vast area of Soviet 
Asia has the chance of being absorbed into a single mas¬ 
sive community—one only less vast than that of China 
/—is that the Communists have fulfilled the conditions 
which, as I have already suggested, alone make pos¬ 
sible the transit from colonial status to a harmonious 
plural society. These conditions are development, edu¬ 
cation, and hope. 

Even if Soviet figures contain some exaggerations, 
the scale of industrialization is impressive. Khrushchev 
claimed in his Report to the Twentieth Party Congress 
that, compared with 1913, Tadzhik industry had in¬ 
creased twenty-four times, Khirghiz industry thirty- 
three times and the boom area of Kazakhstan thirty- 
seven times. In the process, primitive tribesmen have 
no doubt been herded into towns and factories with as 
much bewilderment and misery as many of the de- 
-tribalized migrant workers of Africa. But the sur¬ 
vivors are rooted in their new environment and—this 
is the essential point—their labors are in part devoted 
directly to their own advance, in other words to a mas¬ 
sive effort of education. 

Save among elderly people, there is no more illiteracy 
in Soviet Asia. Republics such as Uzbekistan may spend 
up to sixty-five percent of their local budget on educa¬ 
tion; Uzbekistan has today more graduates in propor¬ 
tion to population than France. The major cities are 
university centers with thousands of students where 
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before 1914 there might have been not a single soul 
with a university degree. Not all the students are of 
local origin. Great Russians have streamed in as tech¬ 
nicians and settlers. Minority groups from all over Rus¬ 
sia have been exiled to these remote regions. Thirty- 
four different nationalities are represented in Alma-Ata 
university. Rut no group is barred by race or nationality.! 
The local people do not have to wait their turn while J 
Great Russian migrants are served first. 

And so there is hope—hope of education v of advanc e- ^ 
ment. of work commensurate to talen t. And there is no 
color bar. This does not mean that the political and 
economic direction of these areas does not remain 
firmly in Great Russian hands. Nor does it mean that 
K azakhs and Uzbeks, Kalmucks and Turks enjoy any 
kind of political freedom. But they share their servitude 
on reasonably equal terms with all the other nation¬ 
alities of Russia and can feel that, if their talents permit, 
they will one day play a role on the all-Russian stage. 
The Great Russians, as conquerors and colonizers in 
Central Asia, may therefore achieve a lasting synthesis 
of rulers and ruled. 

This prospect does not solve the fundamental Soviet 
dilemma—how to grant freedom and elbowroom as ■&. 
education an d^ell-U eing "adva nce. But it does mean 
that no extra disability of birth will hold back the 
Soviet Unions non-Russian subjects while all Russia's 
peoples search for the solution. 
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Chapter Four 


Communism 


T 

_LO UNDERSTAND the 
modem impact of Communism we have to take up again 
some of the facts that have been outlined on earlier 
pages. One is the process by which enough capital was 
saved to set the industrial revolution in motion, another 
the effect of that revolution when it spread beyond the 
Atlantic Ocean to embrace all the peoples of mankind. 
In both cases, as we have seen, the process involved 
much that was brutal, haphazard, and catastrophic; to 
these upheavals Communism is the response, brutal in 
its turn, catastrophic too, and—for all its claim to have 
deciphered the “objective” laws of history—in very 
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large measure equally haphazard and blind. 

The capital—or saving—which launched the new sys¬ 
tem was provided in part by the men and women who 
already possessed some wealth—traders, bankers, land- 
owners, artisans with a little money put by. They put 
these savings in promising undertakings—or lost them 
in mistakes and bankruptcies. Where the new technique 
proved successful, they remained sharers in the new 
wealth and part-owners of the new means of produc¬ 
tion. 

But the great bulk of the saving was provided—as in 
all subsequent industrial revolutions—by the workers 
themselves, by the men streaming in from farms and 
fields to the new cities, working inhumanly long hours 
for wages that barely kept them and their families alive. 
The wealth which their efforts created was the source 
of further investment and of a wider expansion in the 
power to produce still more goods. Yet in the first dec¬ 
ades of industrialism, the workers saw p recious little of 
the new wealth. It enriched the o wners an d was rein- 
v ested by them, but the mass of the people—the la¬ 
borers working a seventy-hour week, the children of 
five and six sitting at the looms, or the women who 
crawled underground, half naked, dragging coal baskets 
—slaved on in unrelieved conditions of urban squalor. 

Today, when we read of the conditions revealed in 
official Blue Books or described with wrathful realism 
in such novels as Dickens’ Bleak House and Hard Times, 
we wonder how such things were allowed to come to 
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pass or, once known, to continue unreformed. Were 
there no men of conscience? Was it not supposedly a 
Christian country? Yet every day crimes that in the 
great tradition of the Bible call to heaven for vengeance 
—oppressing the poor and defrauding the laborer of his 
hire—were not simply tolerated. They were in some de¬ 
gree the basis of the system. 

The reason was not all wickedness and avarice and 
greed—although, as in any human order, these played 
their part. We have to remember the degree to which 
the whole new process of industrialism was highly mys¬ 
terious to contemporary thought. Men were not clear 
how it had started and gathered momentum. There had 
been no master plan. On the contrary, the origins had 
lain in a series of independent efforts by entrepreneurs 
and capitalists, all in a sense working in the dark. They 
were pursuing profits—that they could see—but they 
were not consciously taking part in a vast economic 
and industrial revolution. This was occurring all around 
them without design or direction and when you con¬ 
sider how strange the new techniques were, how wide¬ 
spread the social upheaval that they brought about, 
it is not surprising that many people gave the new sys¬ 
tem the almost magical respect we give to things which 
seem wholly mysterious. 

There was, of course, a rationalization of the mystery. 
In the eighteenth century the idea had been popular 
that the Creator had set the whole universe to work as 
a clockmaker sets a clock. Thus men’s instincts, im- 
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planted by Nature, were bound to be in tune with Na¬ 
ture’s general plan. To pursue one’s own interests could 
not, on this theory, contradict the public weal. On the 
contrary, private profit equaled public good. 

From this, it was an easy step to argue that the “hid- 

I den hand” which held all in harmony could be inter¬ 
fered with only at peril to the whole system. To check 
it or restrain it or divert it might pull out the mainspring 
and risk the running down of the entire industrial ex¬ 
periment. 

f This ignorance helps to explain an attitude towards 
$ Government intervention which seems fantastic to us 
now. The idea was almost universal that if the govern¬ 
ment extended its functions beyond those of preserving 
law and order, it might, in some catastrophic way, bring 
the whole new, precarious industrial system to collapse. 
Men of good will, honor, and integrity such as Richard 
Cobden and John Bright of England were prepared to 
argue with almost religious fervor that you could not 
^intervene in the economy without ruining it. Even at¬ 
tempts to regulate the hours of work in factories or to 
stop little children from going into factories and mines 
would, in some way, impair the harmony of the system 
and lead, therefore, to the collapse of the whole econ¬ 
omy. 

Here, then, was a fearsome combination. Change of 
a revolutionary order was thrust forward by men who 
were very largely ignorant of the full consequences of 
what they were doing and at a time when attempts to 
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Introduce measures of rational control were regarded' ^ 
as more menacing than the obvious evils they were de- ^ 
signed to remove. 

In any circumstances, these conditions would have 
created outrage and protest. And indeed they did. In 
England, for example, a great manifestation of popular 
discontent boiled up—and fizzled out—in the Chartist 
Movement in the 1840’s; and all through Europe, 1848 
was a year of revolution. True, the main aims of these 
upheavals were political—to end dynastic absolutism 
and introduce the franchise. But in each of them a more 
radical left wing demanded not simply political change 
but a complete remolding of economic conditions and 
property relations which were felt to be intolerable. Of 
all the demands and programs put forward at that time, 
none was more cogent, hard-hitting, all-embracing, radi- ^ 
cal, yet visionary than Marx’s Communist Manifesto 
published just as the revolutionary wave in Europe be¬ 
gan to flow strongly toward the crest of 1848. 

It is one more of the many paradoxes of history that 
Communism, which was to draw its stren gth from the 
miseries and aspi rati ons of the masses, was thtT pro duc t 
not of any working-class leader but of a middle-class 
German intellectual of Jewish stock. The miseries were 
apparent to any one who cared to look, the aspirations 
were normal human as pirations— to live and eat and 
perhaps prosper. What turned the churning eddies of 
hate and hope into one of the greatest revolutionary 
forces of all time was the imagination and intellectual 
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formulation provided by a single man. Marx found a 
world in the striving confusion of early industrialism 
and imposed upon it the order of his Communist idea. 

And here we see, in all its force, what the idea, work¬ 
ing in history, can bring about. A pa ttern of tho ught 
—A is derived b y human im agination from certain given 
conditions—in Marx’s case , the e arly decades of indus¬ 
trial growth. But once the pattern is established, it 
cuts loose from any necessary connections with reality. 

It exists in its own right. It can long survive the condi¬ 
tions which prompted it. It becomes a creator or a de¬ 
stroyer in all manner of new conditions, many of which 
f" it has helped to bring about. And so we have another 
] paradox. One of the basic ideas of Communism is that 
] environment and economic substructure create ideas. 

I 1 Yet no system of thought has ever so conclusively shown 
that, on the contrary, ideas modify and transform the 
economic and social substructure. 

This potency of ideas to transform reality is one 
dimension of human freedom. But like all mankind’s 
greatest gifts, it carries an opposite risk—that idea&__ 
become pr ison s in which people isol ate themselv es 
from any reality that does not fit into th eir own p re- 
conceived pattern. Presented with the choice between 
their theories and the facts, the blinded ideologues 
choose the theory and let the facts go hang. 

Communism is already a hundred years old. Yet its 
fundamental presuppositions about industrial society 
have not changed in spite of all the radical changes 
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that have occurred in industrial society. The gap be¬ 
tween the Communist view of the world and the world 
as it actually is thus widens every day. It is a rift in 
which humanity itself may founder. 

II 

What are these presuppositions? Perhaps before I 
outline them, I should allow for one possibility. Are 
we conceivably living in the final decades of pure 
Communist orthodoxy? The appearance of Titoism on 
the world stage and all the current discussions of “dif¬ 
ferent roads to socialism * may presage the beginnings 
of a whole spectrum of Communist faiths, allied yet 
different, as are the sects of Christianity. We can still 
talk of Communist orthodoxy today. But in twenty 
years’ time, shall we be able to say so emphatically 
what Communism is? This I hold to be one of the 
most encouraging signs that we shall not all be drawn 
over the edge of the ideological abyss. 

But today we can still discern an orthodoxy worked 
out by Marx and by his friend Engels during the 
period of nascent industrialism. Co mmun ism is thus 
permeated through and through with reflections from 
early industrial Britain. There are other influences— 
German philosophy, French sociology, eighteenth-cen¬ 
tury rationalism. But the solid underpinning of factual 
study and social experience is provided in large measure 
by the reactions of Engels and Marx to industrial 
England in the Victorian period. It is much easier to 
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grasp some of the key factors in Communism if one 
realizes the extent to which they reflect this environ¬ 
ment of a hundred years ago. 

I cannot hope in a brief essay to give any idea of 
the full scale of Communist theory. I can only hope 
to pick out one or two points which are relevant to 
its subsequent development and to its growth as a 
world force. 

The starting point is a theory of the dynamics of his¬ 
tory. Marx believed, as we have seen, that the decisive 
/element in human destiny is the material condition 
funder which people work for their living. All else— 
politics, philosophy, religion—consists of so many re¬ 
flections or projections of underlying material relation¬ 
ships—of the way property is divided, of techniques 
of production, and methods of exchange. There is a 
religion, an art, a system of government for communal, 
tribal agriculture, another for slave-owning society, an¬ 
other for feudalism and again another for capitalism, 
as each order of production gives way, by the dialectic 
of history, to its successor. 

I do not think we need to elaborate this question of 
the dialectic which Marx took over from Hegel. It 
is roughly the idea that each condition tends to produce 
its opposite and out of this tension, a new synthesis 
arises. In the unfolding of history one set of economic 
relationships, say, feudalism with its dominant land- 
owners, gives rise to the opposite and conflicting inter¬ 
est of merchants and bankers and nascent industrialists. 
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The next stage of society is already foreshadowed in 
the struggles over power and privilege and economic 
control—in other words the class struggle—of the pre¬ 
vious epoch. The new class wins and the stage is set 
for the next phase of development. 

In Marx’s own day, Communism, he thought, was 
already stirring in the womb of early capitalism and 
however terrible and prolonged the convulsions at¬ 
tending its birth, it would triumph because it repre¬ 
sented the irresistible force of determined history. But 
at this point, the dialectic would have done its work 
and history could cease. All previous class struggled 
had, in Marx’s definition, been based upon the exclusive! 
control of property by privileged groups. But if all 1 
ownership became public, if separate economic classes ^ 
could no longer manipulate the levers of economic 
power in their own interest, all tension would die 
away; and with tension, change; and with change, ( 
history itself. 

There is, one must admit, a certain magnificence 
in this picture of human destiny unfolding ineluctably 
through stage after stage of economic and social_de- ^ 
velopm ent to^ its appointed end in the classless mil¬ 
lennium^ The^ lacT thaf inost of the human'race had 
not in fact traversed the great Marxian cycle from 
tribalism to slavery to feudalism to capitalism was not 
allowed to disturb the general harmony of this vast 
historical vision. At one time, Marx did consider “the 
Asian mode of production” as a possible variant to the 
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general rule, but later on the concept was swept 
under the rug. 

This point has more significance than Marxists care 
to admit. For what is this “Asian mode of production” 
but that method of large-scale, centralized, planned 
production which, as we have seen, underlay many of 
the great despotisms of the past? It is thus arguable 
•that the kind of collective structure established in such 
'societies as Russia or China has nothing whatsoever to 
* do with the Marxian dialectic but is simply the ad¬ 
aptation to modem industry of an economic structure 
normal to Eastern society. 

But there was a more immediate flaw in Marx’s 
analysis. His picture of socialism struggling to be born 
as capitalism destroyed itself by its own contradictions 
was profoundly influenced by the first phase of capital 
accumulation in the West. He drew from the fir st five 
or six decades of i ndustrialism c onclusions which he 
generalized to cover the whole development of industry 
under more or less private o wnersh ip. In fact, as the 
century advanced the conditions in Western industrial 
society were to change, leaving the theory high and 
dry above the receding facts. Needless to say, Marx 
kept the theory, n ot the fac ts. 

"The most vulnerable point in the theory, as it turned 
i out, was the “progressive immiseration of the workers” 
$ —in other words, the claim that as industry developed, 

the workers would grow steadily poorer and more 
wretched. How did Marx come upon this idea? Actually 
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it is not an impossible conclusion to draw from the 
first brutal phase of capital growth—it was c§rtainly 
true later on, for instance, of the period of the first 
Five Year Plan in Russia. During this phase, the workers 
coming in from the country, unused to industrial con¬ 
ditions, ignorant, brutalized, dwelling miserably in 
slums hastily run up for the purpose, work at a bare 
minimum necessary for survival while the entire in¬ 
crement is removed to create more capital, more ma¬ 
chines, more enterprise. In a private society, private 
enterpreneurs make this transfer and reward them¬ 
selves and their backers handsomely in the process. In 
a collective society, the Commissars do the transferring 
and look after themselves quite adequately, too. And 
in both cases, it does seem as though the misery of 
the masses is increasing as the capital for tomorrow’s 
wealth is squeezed out of their labor. 

M arx furth er r emarked that co mpetition between 
in dustrialists was b eginning to produce mergers, larger 
units, eyen monopolies. From this he concluded that 
wKiTe the misery of the masses deepened, the number 
of men directly profiting at the top would steadily 
decrease. More and more miserable workers would face 
fewer and fewer rapacious monopolists. The day would 
come when the masses, fully class-conscious at last! 
would realize their strength, drive out the few ownersA 
and transfer to the people the means of production] 
whose control by private interests had led to the en- ' 
richment of the few at the expense of the many. In 
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Marx’s limpid phrase, “th e expropriators would b e 
exprop riated,” a nd the golden age would begin. 

All this was, of course, to come about automatically. 
The inescapable dialectic of history—an unbending 
goddess of iron countenance—cannot be revoked. Yet 
Marx was not above giving history a bit of a nudge. 
However inevitably Communism would emerge from 
capitalism, he realized that some of the “expropriators” 
would probably object to their own elimination and it 
might therefore be necessary to give history a little 
help. The change could, in short, be violent and during 
the interim period, which fits rather uneasily into the 
^precise pattern of the dialectic, the workers might need 
[to consolidate their power by maintaining a dictator- 
j ship of the proletariat. This, however, would be a tem¬ 
porary phenomenon and with the full establishment 
of Communism—of the public ownership of a ll the 
means „of production—not simply the dictatorship of the 
proletariat buFthe state itself would “wither away.” 

One does not need to be a constitutional specialist to 
be amazed at the blithe way in which Marx waves away 
the risk of continued despotism. In time and space, 
absolute government is the customary method of ex¬ 
ercising political power. No other tradition is known 
in Asia. Europe’s own history of freedom is checkered 
with relapses into absolutism and in our own day pro¬ 
duced the most extreme variants of dictatorship known 
to man. But we have to understand Marxs special 
angle of constitutional vision. He was very Victorian in 
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hi^JJaacaac Lto governm ent. Like Cobden and Bright, 
he did not think it had much function beyond that of\ ^ 
preserving law and order and, as such, he saw it simply \ 
as a “managing committee of the bourgeoisie,” as an J 
instrument of class interest and class protection. 

One can see why. The task of preserving law and 
order in Victorian times very often did mean sitting 
hard on the heads of those who wanted to change the 
order and were not too keen on the law—which, 
whatever else it did, certainly ensured the sanctity of 
property. If the state is seen chiefly in this policemenjs 
role, protecting private property and interests, it s 
not illogical to assume that it will wither away whe i 
there is no more private property to protect. Thfe 
government has in fact a thousand other functions, and 
so the logic seems to us to have the inner coherence 
and external fantasy of the lunatic. But many of the 
state’s functions have been added since Marx’s day. 

His political theory—like many of his economic theories I e 
—reflects conditions which are now a century out of \ 
date. 

Ill 

It did not take many decades to show that Marx’s 
fundamental law of increasing misery was somehow 
failing to work out. For one thing, the industrial system 
was beginning to produce goods so much more effec¬ 
tively and cheaply that the new prosperity did in fact ^ 
“trickle down.” Between the 1860’s and the early 1900’s, 
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prices fell, re al w ages rose, there was a noticeab le 
mc reaT^m working-class prosperity. 
f Nor were the changes solely due to industrial ex¬ 
pansion. Marx dismissed the influence of political in¬ 
stitutions. They were derivative, he thought, and could 
not alter the substance of society. He therefore com¬ 
pletely misunderstood the significance for Western in¬ 
dustrial society of adult suffrage. One_thi,ng certain 
in an y industri al sy stem is that there will tend to be 
a majority of workers,... If you extend t he vote to all 
adul ts, this large group is bound to have some__say 
in whaUlto.happen. They are unlikely to be attracted 
by the proposal of steady general impoverishment and 
have no inhibitions about using the government they 
are beginning to influence in order to avoid such a 
gloomy outcome. It is no coincidence that in Britain 
with every extension of the franchise to the general 
body of voters, the state began to jntervenejnoje di- 
rectly in the commun ity’ s activities . Disraeli came to 
office in 1874 with the slogan: “Sanitas, sanitas, omnia 
sanitatum”—which might be interpreted not as “bread 
and circuses” but as “drains and housing”—and with 
him begins the welfare state. 

Once the government is pledged to the provision 
of more and more services for the mass of the com¬ 
munity, its sources of revenue have to increase. Pro¬ 
gressive taxation makes, its appearance and becomes 
steadily heavier. The rich become poorer and the poor 
become richer—as direct a contradiction of Marx’s 


( 130 ) 



axiom as human reason can conceive. In short, under 
the impact of democracy and the vote, politics did 
what they had no right to do—altered the economic 
underpinning of the community. 

This was not the only disobliging failure of society 
to confirm to Marx’s pattern. Another deviation coulc 
be found in the growing power of independent trade 
unions. Far from being content with the old Iron Lay 
of Wages—which held that competition between work, 
ers always thrusts wages down to the minimum nec 
essary to keep a working class in being—the trade 
unions began to agitate steadily for increased wages, 
for better working conditions, and for shorter hours 
—aims in which they were supported by the more en¬ 
lightened sectors of public opinion. In fact, Christian 
men of the stamp of Lord Shaftesbury led the campaign 
for factory reform even before the trade unions had 
the necessary influence to work for it themselves. 

Successful trade union activity had more than eco¬ 
nomic consequences. To the disgust of the Marxists, 
some of the most active and “class conscious” of the 
new working-class leaders drew from their experience 
the political conclusion that industrial society needed 
not so much overthrow as reform. They wanted to 
adv ance toward a society in which wealth would he 
s hared, in which brotherhood would be the rule of 
jife, and i n which grea t soc ial differences would, be 
^bohshed. But they believed that their vision of a 
socialist society could be achieved by peaceful argu- 
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ment and by the ballot box. 

No belief has roused Marxists to greater fury. As 
in some forms of religious controversy, you can forgive 
a man who does not share your faith but there is no 
pardon for someone who claims to have a better variant. 
Communists have a quite special virulence for Socialists 
who say in effect: "We can do everything you can do 
better.” The dispute still rages today. “Revisionism” is 
the crime of Socialists who, like Tito, believe that there 
may be more than one road—and some of them peace¬ 
ful—to socialist society. In unalloyed Marxist theory 
—as interpreted today by Moscow and Peking—the 
notion of different paths is still anathema. 

To return to the Law of Increasing Poverty—by the 
beginning of the twentieth century it took a good deal 
of swallowing. Economically, no facts were available to 
demonstrate it. Politically, it had been nullified by the 
emergence in the working class of cautious, reformist, 
antirevolutionary leaders who felt they had a real stake 
in industrial society. Clearly the theory had either to be 
explained or explained away. 

IV 

It was at this point that Lenin made his most signifi¬ 
cant contribution to the development of the Marxist 
canon. From scattered hints and comments of the 
master he elaborated a new theory to cover the ob¬ 
stinate refusal of Europe’s workers to grow poorer and 
at the same time extended the whole range of Com- 
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munist tactics and activity. Marx had always seen his 
theory as encompassing all mankind, but his chief focus 
had been Europe at the time of its industrialization. 
Lenin outlined more concretely the manner in which 
a worldwide revolution could be brought about. 

The Communist Manifesto cannot be understood 
apart from the conditions of early industrialism; nor 
can Lenin’s Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capital¬ 
ism be grasped out of context. When it was published 
in 1916 the major industrial Powers were at war or on 
the brink of it. Millions in Europe were fighting and 
dying to preserve, as they believed, their national in¬ 
dependence and identity. Since between them they 
held in colonial control virtually the whole of Asia 
and Africa, the repercussions of the struggle stretched 
to the ends of the earth. From this vast maelstrom of 
war, nationalism, and colonialism, Lenin drew out a 
single pattern of interpretation which, because it 
seemed to explain everything, gained power over men’s 
minds—just as Marx’s hypnotic simplicities had done 
forty or fifty years before. 

Briefly put, the Leninist theory of.imperialism 

amo unts to this: Since c apitalism does not share its' 
wealth with the workers, the home market soon reaches 
saturation and industrialists are bound to seek for fresh 
markets and new areas of profitable investment else-1 
where. These in turn—in India, in Indonesia, in Africa 
—are ruthlessly exploited under colonial control. How¬ 
ever, the wealth squeezed from them has percolated in 
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.some degree to the workers at home. Thus the law of 
[increasing misery in Europe was mitigated by its ap¬ 
plication to colonial lands. British workers as well as 
capitalists waxed fat on profits sweated from the Indian 
coolie. 

Yet the number of colonial markets available is 
limited. The industrialists must struggle to control them 
and their rivalry must lead inevitably to imperialist 
war. If, however, the colonial peoples could become 
conscious of their national rights and cast out the co¬ 
lonial expropriators and exploiters, their revolt would 
I begin to break capitalism where its Organization was 
Imost frail and could lead from nationalist to Com- 
jmunist revolution. Incidentally, capitalism in this theory 
/did not need to exercise actual political control in order 
f to be "imperialist.” Simple foreign investment created 
I exploitation. Thus in 1914 Russia was held to be a 
semicolonial dependency of Western finance capital 
because of the scale of foreign investment under Czar- 
ism. 

You can see that this theory explained far more than 
Europe’s failure to grow poorer. It explained why wars 
w ere inevitably caused by capitalism. lt ex plained why 

! capitalists had to have colonies. It explained why the 
Communist rev olution co uld begin in such industri¬ 
ally backward countries^J Russia— or China—whereas 
Marx seems to have expected the first breakthrough to 
occur in a fully developed industrial society. But after 
the Leninist definition of imperialism, it could be 
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claimed that Russia was simply the “weakest link” in 
the capitalist chain. Later, the same explanation could 
serve for China. 

The fact is, of course, that in both Russia and China, 
the Communist seizure of power had little or nothing 
to do with capitalism. In both countries, leaders of 
tactical genius had the sense to abandon the Marxist 
strategy of revolt based upon a developed industrial 
working class—which did not exist—and to exploit the 
two real sources of revolutionary ferment which did 
—war-weariness-. and the peasants* longing fnr lan d ft -■& 
is a revealing sidelight on Marxist perspicuity that 
Stalin so misunderstood the lessons of Lenin’s success 
in 1917 that he almost destroyed Chinese Communism 
by advising it to strike first in the cities through the 
almost minute urban working class. Only when Mao 
Tse-Tung took Communism to the peasants was it 
possible for Chinese Communism to find its road to 
victory. 

Even in 1916, there were a lot of flaws in the Leninist 
argument. Most colonies had been acquired long before | & 
industrialism began and even where capitalism and j 
colonialism appeared together, as in Africa, the Great 
Powers’ rivalry there after 1880 had more to do with 
prestig§. a ud strategy than with the- searck lar mark ets. $ 
Although colonial and maritime rivalry added some¬ 
thing to the estrangement of Britain and Germany 
between 1880 and 1914, World War I was primarily 
fought, like all Europe’s pre-industrial wars, to preserve 
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\the Balance of Power—in other words, to safeguard 
'national survival. 

The incongruities of Lenin’s theory were not con¬ 
fined to Europe. America, the area where capitalism at 
that time was becoming most “monopolist,” passed 
through and left behind a short fever of external in¬ 
tervention—in the Caribbean and the Pacific—invested 
marginally overseas and derived its growing prosperity 
from within its own wide boundaries. In fact, virtually 
^ • every industrial country gained more of its wealth by 

conducting trade with developed industrial partners 
than by any colonial activity. Western Europe was a 
•more valuable market for Britain than all Asia and 
Africa combined. 

Yet in the twenties and thirties, this Leninist version 
of the Communist faith exercised a profound influence 
upon thought and policy. For one thing, the human 
mind, especially in a scientific era, has a bias against 
two explanations where one will do. Marxism-Leninism 
answers a profound instinct: to find a single pattern of 
explanation for everything—and there were enough 
facts available in the interwar years to fit the theory 
without too much violence. 

s- Colonial control was a fact and, as we have already 
remarked, the economic policies of the European 
powers disrupted some Asian economies and failed to 
4 create conditions of dynamic expansion in others. There 
was enough discontent and frustration about for the 
charge of exploitation to be eagerly accepted. The 
^ discontent increased when in 1929 the capitalist world 
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underwent a supreme crisis of overproduction and in '1 
the consequent depression, widespread dislocation and 1 ^ 
unemployment almost suggested that the law of in- J 
creasing misery was at work after all. 

Above all, the Marxists scored a master stroke in/ 
identifying “late-capitalism” with Fascism and usingf 
this identification to “prove” that capitalists must bd 
war-mongers and imperialists. In fact, Fascis m is the 
extreme point not of capitalism but of nationalism. 
Mussolini built the first working model in Italy, one of 
the least industrialized nations in Europe. The mature 
capitalist economies, Britain and America, which, if 
there is any such thing as late-capitalists, were un¬ 
doubtedly the latest of all, remained immune to the 
supposed fatalities of their stage of economic develop¬ 
ment. Fascism sprang up in Italy and Germany, two 
nations distinguished not by the advanced stage of 
their capitalism but by the early stage of their nation¬ 
alism. Bot h had waited longest to achieve that coin- 
cid ence of frontiers and language w hich i s one of the 
stro ngest roots of modem natio nalism. Belated nation¬ 
alism, not late capitalism, was their trouble. Their 
sense of nationhood was still febrile and insecure. Na¬ 
tionalist grievances, great-power illusions, the memory 
of military humiliation—these fevers, and not any hid¬ 
den economic motives, drove the dictators on to war. 


In spite of these obvious incongruities, Marxist-Lenin- 
ist theory still kept a vestigial anchorage in the facts 
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between the wars. It is since 1945 that the last link 

f with reality has been broken and Communism has 
become a source of almost pure unreason in the world. 
r Remember that its world picture has not changed. 
Advanced capitalist countries are still portrayed as 
* ravening imperialists driven by the fear of overproduc- 
i tion at home to fight each other for control of markets 
v abroad. They are still seeking to check the rise of local 
nationalism and to enslave the rest of the world either 
by direct domination or by the sinister economic con¬ 
trol exercised through their overseas investments. They 
are still plotting war against the peace-loving guardians 
of the new Socialist order in Russia and China—even 
though it is not yet two decades since they fought 
at Russia’s side. 

These are the staple themes of Communist propa¬ 
ganda. Worse, this is the world of fantasy Communist 
leaders apparently inhabit and from which they draw 
their conclusions about policy. It is a sobering thought 
that for all their force and shrewdness men like Khru¬ 
shchev and Chou En-lai may well be alienated from 
reality to a degree which would probably consign 
them, in private society, to a mental asylum. 
f Consider the actual, factual condition of the world 
j today. The Western industrial powers have undergone 
1 no violent convulsions of overproduction. Mild reces- 
A I sions there have been, and these have had some re- 
/ percussions abroad; but in general the upward surge 
of production in the mature industrial societies has 
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actually exceeded earlier phases of industrial growth. 
We cannot say that the inherent tendency of capitalist 
economies to proceed by slump and boom—by alter¬ 
nations of under- and overproduction—has been en¬ 
tirely overcome. Perhaps this last Marxian contradic¬ 
tion is still with us. But at least, Western governments 
are now committed politically to policies which pre-! 
vent the cycle from becoming catastrophic. The popular 
vote and Keynesian economics have made “full employ¬ 
ment” the formal policy of Western democracy. 

As a consequence of this economic expansion at home, 
there are no vast sums of capital competing for over¬ 
seas markets and investment. On the contrary, America’s 
foreign ventures are barely one-fifth of Britain’s in the 
heyday of foreign lending and Britain itself is tempted 
to concentrate its investment at home. Shortage of 
capital is the world’s trouble today, not the struggles j 
of rival capitalists to go out and invest. Even where I 
there are heavy Western investments—of which, of 
course, the chief is in oil—no Western Power is carving 
out oil territories under its own colonial control. On 
the contrary, Western policy in the Middle East can 
best be understood as a fumbling rearguard action to 
obtain even minimum safeguards for existing invest- 
ment. 

Nowhere is the gap between the Communists’ world 
picture and the actual reality of things greater than 
in their political analysis of imperialism. Today, out¬ 
side Africa, there are only pockets left of Western 
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colonial control—tiny enclaves like Hongkong or Goa 
or Macao. In Africa itself Ghana’s achievement of 
freedom is only the first act in an unfolding drama of 
African independence. Save in the Union of South 
Africa, even the communities of mixed racial stock 
are moving, however hesitantly, towards the eventual 
enfranchisement of the African majority. In the Arab 
world, only Algeria—another plural society—is still 
directly controlled from Europe. Yet in 1945 virtually 
the whole of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East was 
under Western colonial administration. 

An earthquake, a cataclysm on a global scale, has 
occurred in the disappearance of so vast a dominion. 
The peacefulness of most of this gigantic transfer of 
power may have blinded people to its revolutionary 
character. Even so, there is a staggering unreality in 
the Communists’ cries of imperialism and colonialism. 
The Law of Increasing Imperialism—if one may so 
paraphrase their insistent propaganda—is as ludicrous 
as the old Law of Increasing Misery. 

Yet it confronts the world with a disturbing dilemma. 
It is perfectly possible to argue that the Communists’ 
use of imperialism as a stick to beat the West is quite 
cynical. They believe that nationalist regimes emerging 
from a long period of colonial control are likely to be 
weak, divided and uncertain. The experience of Indo¬ 
nesia or Burma has done nothing to modify this judg¬ 
ment. In the new fluid situation, the Communists can 
hope to gain ground and sooner rather than later re- 
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place the nationalist regime that immediately succeeded 
the old imperial regime. They have everything to g ain 
by pressing for independence and by continuing to 
paint a picture of a Western Imperialism that is ever 
ready to pounce again and reimpose the old control. 
Anti-imperialist propaganda is thus a simple instrument! 
of ultimate Communist domination and non-Communistl 
nationalist leaders—a Nasser or a Nehru or a Nkrumah 
—simply act as unwitting precursors to full Communist 
“liberation.” 

But it is also possible that the Communists’ prop¬ 
aganda is not entirely cynical. They may be victims of 
it themselves. They may not simply find it more con¬ 
venient to see the retreating West as the advance guard 
of imperialism. They may actually believe in a world¬ 
wide imperialist plot. Driven not by opportunism but 
by fear, they may move within a lurid global vision of 
Western menace and aggression, in a state of perpetual 
military preparedness, heavily armed, massively mobi¬ 
lized, scaring the death out of most other Powers and 
keeping the world for ever on the dreadful brink that 
overlooks Armageddon. 

This state is not incompatible with what we know 
of mental alienation. Fear and aggression are twin 
sides of the same coin of hallucination. The Com¬ 
munists may fear the West, but they have not aban¬ 
doned the original Marxist goal of a total Communist 
world order. How, then, can one distinguish the offen¬ 
sive from the defensive aspects of their policy, how 
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determine whether conciliation designed to check Com¬ 
munist fears will not be interpreted as softness inviting 
a Communist assault? Western diplomacy may have 
been something less than skillful in handling the Com¬ 
munist phenomenon, but let no one suppose that there 
is any easy, straightforward method of dealing with the 
rulers of nine hundred million people who behave as 
though they believed that men stand on their heads or 
that the sun goes round the earth—or the equivalent, 
that the Western Powers are plotting imperialist war 
and world dominion. 

j Communism, in short, is the tragedy of ideas working 
/free from the reasonable restraint of fact. In Marx’s 
own day, its entire analysis and strategy were based 
upon the first phase of capitalist accumulation—a grim 
i period in any society. In the Leninist aftermath, its 
\ doctrines were fashioned in the last phase of Western 
^colonialism. Today, both phases are a matter of history. 
I Western capitalism has evolved far beyond its painful 
I beginnings. Western imperialism is being liquidated 
I more rapidly—and on the whole more peacefully— 
I than any comparable dominion in the human record. 
But Communism keeps pounding along, repeating the 
same slogans and proclaiming the same myths as though 
the whole march of events had been arrested at the 
moment at which Marx and then Lenin turned a baleful 
eye on Western society. The gap between ideology and 
fact thus grows wider every hour, and like all demon¬ 
strations of unreality, it grows more dangerous. Un- 

( 142 ) 



COMMUNISM 


anchored in anything save power, fear, ambition, and 
fantasy, who can say to what risks and follies it may 
not seduce the leaders of the Communist world? 

VI 

How, then, has an order of ideas, a doctrine, an 
ideology patently at variance with the facts contrived 
to become one of the greatest revolutionary forces ever 
known to man? The answer, I believe, has very little 
to do with Communist orthodoxy but everything to 
do with the co ncrete expe rience of the Soviet state. In 
1914, Russia was about to golErough the “sound bar¬ 
rier of modern capitalism. The fearsome privation^ 
and turmoil of early industrialism still lay heavily on 
the country, and the degree of capital accumulation! 
was not yet sufficient to transform industrialization from 
an iron penance for all save the few to a means of 
greater prosperity for everyone. 

begun. 

By 1917, the whole fragile structure of Czarist Russia, 
caught between a dying and an unborn order of soci¬ 
ety, collapsed. The universal confusion gave Lenin and 
his determined Bolshevik minority the opport uni ty to 
seize power. Then they found themselves in charge of 
a vast country but with no doctrines that seemed to 
apply. Marx had expected revolution to occur only when 
a full-scale industrial apparatus, created by the bour¬ 
geoisie, was already in being. None existed in Russia 
in 1918. The Bolsheviks tried pure Communism for a< 
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time, putting workers in charge of factories. It did not 
work. To keep some feeble pulse stirring in the country 
Lenin had to restore a measure of free enterprise under 
his New Economic Policy, and I think one can safely 
say that if Russia policy had advanced no further than 
the confusions of its first decade, we should have heard 
little of Communism as a worldwide force. 

/ Stalin’s contribution was the forced-draft industri- 
/alization of Russia. He combined two traditions—the 
industrial experience and techniques worked out under 
private enterprise in the West and the traditional “Asian 
method of production” based upon centralized control, 
state planning, and a vast bureaucracy. Under such 
stringent political control, there seemed no limit to the 
amount of saving that could be shorn from the people. 
The thirties were a time of bloody oppression and mis¬ 
ery for millions of Russians. But the basis of a vast 
industrial apparatus was laid—and laid in time to 
resist the Nazi invasion. 

Nor was it simply a physical achievement. Commu¬ 
nism provided the element of zeal, discipline, and almost 
Puritanical fervor which had distinguished the earlier 
Calvinist attitude toward the creation of wealth. In the 
great drive to modernize the country, no resources— 
. either human or material—were neglected. Education 
J was made universal, the curriculum redesigned for 
modem scientific society; able children were forced for¬ 
ward up the ladder of learning, the university became 
the entry to the new elite. 
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For thousands of workers, for the ignorant peasants 
coming in from the countryside, for the bewildered 
tribesmen of Uzbekistan or Khirgizia, the new industrial 
world was as alien and hideous as the worst slum in 
Glasgow or Pittsburgh. According to one estimate, as 
many workers were killed in the building of Magnito¬ 
gorsk as in the Battle of the Marne. But for their chil¬ 
dren there was the chance for a new existence, and by 
clearing away the old aristocratic Czarist superstructure, \ 
the Communist leaders had thrown open these chances 1 ^ 
to more people than had any previous way of life. \ 

The appeal of Communism is not so much its dialectic 
or its metaphysics—save to a minute group of intellec¬ 
tuals in search of a new faith—butji^afeility-to carry 

c risis of_m fld e rm za t ion. It offers a successful pattern of 
indu strial saving and it provldeslhe^^ 
w ithout which savin g, particularly in poor countries, 
c SHS 9 t-t.e.Achieved. It also promises that the fruits of 
the transformation will ultimately be enjoyed “by each 
according to his need.” 

This last promise cannot yet be judged. Those who 
control the means of production—whether they are 
capitalists or bureaucrats—tend to reward themselves 
rather more handsomely than the mass of the people. 
Certainly, the gap between the Commissar and die day 
laborer in Russia is greater than between the average 
American manager and trade unionist. But compared 
with the gulf between rich and poor customary in pre- 
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industrial society, the results of Communism already 
fhow it to be an instrument of radical justice as well 
as of technical innovation. We should not forget that 
Marx, for all his scientific jargon, was a prophet in the 
great Hebrew tradition, putting down the mighty from 
their seats and exalting them of low degree. In the 
misery and confusion of our present worldwide eco¬ 
nomic revolution, there are millions who will listen to 
his prophetic promises of justice who never heard of 
the dialectic and would not recognize a synthesis if 
they saw one. 

f It is not, therefore, difficult to grasp the appeal of 
Communism to backward areas of the world, to lands 
still living in misery and economic stagnation, plagued 
by ambitions toward a better lot, restrained by the 
traditions of pre-industrial society and the authority of 
.older modes of leadership. In China, as we have seen, 
[the wreck of the old Manchu system was followed by 
[forty years of almost continuous war, during which the 
industrial transformation of society could hardly be 
Carried through under middle-class leadership on the 
Western model, weakened as it was by inflation and 
by its association with “colonial” foreign capital. Com¬ 
munism was therefore able to repeat the Bolshevik 
tictic. It based itself on peasant discontent in a country 
Sickened with war and destruction and, once in power, 
began to thrust through, with comparable rigor, the 
total modernization of the economy. 

Must we, then, assume that the driving vigors and 
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simpl icities of Communism offer the future pattern of 
moderni zation and that, at least outsid e the old or in- 
dus trial West, we face in Communism “the wave of 
the future”? There are, I believe, solid grounds for 
believing that the future is not so rigidly determined. 
Russia and China are great powers, the greatest powers 
in numbers and soon perhaps in resources that the 
world has seen. Communism in their powerful system 
does not entail being subjugated to anyone else, does 
not, in short, entail imperialism. But the fate of Eastern I 
Europe suggests that Communism for smaller powers I 
carries no such guarantee of independence and elbow 
room. 

I do not myself believe that imperialism at this late 
day is going to become more attractive simply by 
calling itself “international proletarian solidarity.” Huri¬ 
gary stands as the tragic proof that national inde\ 
pendence and international Communism are not yeti 
compatible. I suggest that this lesson is not lost on 
the nationalist leaders around the world who are sup¬ 
posed to be preparing Communism’s advance. 

Again, I do not believe that Communism as a system 
has yet shown us that it can do more than drive s ocieties 

modernization. But out on the other side, a thousand 
problems remain—above all, the problem of an economy! 
flexible enough and sensitive enough to provide ordi-\ 
nary people with the things they really want. For this, \ 
the market economy is a much better instrument than } 
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bureaucratic planning. Yet one may question whether 
the Communists will dare risk the step of making the 
consumer supreme, for this change might also enhance 
his position as a voter. How much choice can you admit 
economically without awkward questions of political 
choice arising too? 

And here we touch on what, surely, remains the 
greatest failure and potential weakness of Communism. 
^ I t is politically inflexible . It enshr ines-the-principle of 
despot ic authority in ^world n ow shn L thro ugh with 
the dreamsThopes. and exp eriences-of-free-government. 
You cannot cancel this pressure and this ferment, any 
more than you can turn imperialism into something else 
by inventing new names for it. And this failure to 
confront the realities of politics has been, I believe, 
the fundamental flaw in Marx’s thought from the very 
first hour. 

/ He dismissed as irrelevant trappings the political 
^traditions of Western life—the rule of law, constitu¬ 
tional practice, the vote, supremacy of parliament, the 
hard-won rights and liberties of the individual. But 
these were the means whereby Western industrial 
society eased itself through the crises of early indus¬ 
trialism, sloughed off its , colonial past and began, by 
trial and error and innovation and experiment, to turn 
industrialism into an instrument of well-being for more 
and more of its citizens while leaving them to enjoy 
the supreme good of individual rights and ordered 
liberty. 
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Communism misunderstands totally the central prob¬ 
lem of power. By relying on such puerile fantasies as 
the “withering away of the state,” it has allowed a con¬ 
centration of political and economic power to come! 
about in the Communist state which goes even beyond! 
the oriental tyrannies that are its model. Power still 
corrupts; absolute power still corrupts absolutely, and 
Khrushchev’s recital of Stalin’s iniquities at the 20th 
Party Congress was only one more dreary record of 
the despot’s traditional cruelties and crimes. 

Nor is it only the domestic community which bears 
the terrible risks and penalties of unfettered power. The 
Government which respects no limits on its internal 
autEo nty"ten3s to be equally lawless in its-external 
relations. The Soviet and Chinese governments, for all 
thelTTnternationalist protestations, stand firm on the 
principle of unlimited sovereignty and state power. And 
they do so in the atomic age when the unbridled right 
of all states to do exactly what they wish can lead in¬ 
exorably to the holocaust that destroys them all. 
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Internationalism 


T 

JL HE great paradox of» 
this century is that we have reached an extreme pitch 3 
of national feeling all around the world just at the mo- j 
ment when, from every rational point of view, we have 
to find ways of progressing beyond nationalism. This 
point needs great emphasis because, in this field, our 
reason and our emotion probably do not work in the 
same direction. 

Rationally, we can add up all the reasons why we 
should be looking towards the creation of a genuine 
international society, but every single one of us feels! 
the tug of separateness, of nationalism, of ultimate] 

( 151 ) 


FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

loyalties devoted exclusively to our own community 
and not concerned with that wider, larger, and admit¬ 
tedly vaguer community of mankind. Th e natural in- 
stinct is to feel united and identified with one's own 
grgu!57^nd~toforget a ny widerkim hip.We have there¬ 
fore to rally all that we have of reason and clarity and 
common sense and look at our world not through a 
haze of national emotions but see it as it is, in cold, hard, 
reality. 

The first fact about our world is that owing to the 
activities of the scientist, the industrialist and the tech¬ 
nician, it is, in a very real sense, physically one world. 
We can travel round it in many ways more quickly than 
our forefathers could travel, say, in Europe or the 
United States a hundred years ago. We have seen the 
conquest of space; the aeroplane is a commonplace, and 
more and more people are using this means of trans¬ 
port. Yet it is in itself undergoing radical change and 
the speeds of today are nothing to the supersonic speeds 
of tomorrow. With each thrust of the new jet engines, 
our physical proximity is increasing. 

And as aircraft increase in size, the cost of travel 
diminishes. Millions use the air today. Millions more 
will use it tomorrow. Mobility and accessibility are re¬ 
placing the old rooted, isolated existence of mankind 
from one end of the globe to the other. 

| We are also drawn together by the interconnected¬ 
ness of our world economy. I need hardly point out that 
in Ghana the great works of development which we all 
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hope to see accomplished—and which include such 
promising institutions as the new University—depend 
directly upon the movements of the world market for 
cocoa, and on the promise but also on the vagaries and 
uncertainties of the export trade. 

This is true of Ghana; it is also becoming true of 
every nation in the world. The first aim of countries 
which are still cut off from the main commercial cur¬ 
rents by the continuance of a local subsistence economy 
is to industrialize, to increase their export trade, and, 
in short, to be drawn into the web of an international 
economy in which we are all more or less enmeshed. 

To this new proximity we must now add a new and 
appalling dimension. Even if it is a commonplace, we 
must try by all means to keep our sense of shock and 
dismay, for here at least is one idea to which mankind 
must never become reconciled. This new fact is, of 
course, that we can destroy ourselves utterly and com¬ 
pletely, that we can, by launching a hydrogen war, in 
all probability put an end to the human species. 

This is a totally new risk. Wars in the past have been 
terrible and wasteful, they have led to the wiping-out 
of whole civilizations, to the ruin and annihilation of 
peoples, to destruction beyond name. Yet never, never 
before could it even be thought that from a war no 
remnant of humanity would survive. Today, the ending 
of the human experiment is one of the possibilities 
of life before us and petty indeed should all our local 
differences seem compared with the basic challenge of 
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! human survival. To the community of conquered space 
and economic interdependence we have thus added a 
com m unity of potential destruction. Color, race, class, 
ideology—these differences vanish as we all stand in 
our stark, basic equality as mortal men facing the risk 
of extinction. 

These are the realities of our world which no amount 
of thinking or hoping or believing can turn aside. They 
are with us; they are the daily bread of our interna¬ 
tional affairs. Surely it is no more than reasonable to say 
that priority over every other problem in the world 
must now be given to achieving the minimum institu¬ 
tions which will enable us not to encompass our own 
destruction. 

But having agreed so far, we have also to admit that 
the record of humanity thus far is hardly encouraging. 
/Throughout man’s checkered history, one common fea- 
Iture has been revealed from his tribal origins down 
' to the present day: that men fight each other, and that 
war is endemic; it is the oldest, as well as the most 
savage, institution of mankind. Therefore—and here is 
another paradox of our century—we have to do away 
with our oldest institution because of the newest of our 
discoveries. 

Yet the old is rooted in our deep est incti^pts; above 
all, in th e belief th at each grou p has t he rig ht to have 
its own way. If you do not think that this instinct is 
deeply rooted, I would implore you to observe any 
child between the ages of six months and four years, 
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and see the absolute determination with which it 
pursues its own desires. Those bashings on the nursery 
floor are the first early signs of the instinct we carry 
right on into the organization of our adult society—the 
instinct to have our own way with the things we most 
want. Organized at the state level with the passion of 1 
nationalism behind it—and possibly of ideology as well 
—we have not a rational institution but a battering-ram | 
of disorderly desires. 

In fact, it can be argued that nationalism is to com¬ 
munities what egoism is to human beings. It may 
destroy us but we cling to it as to our last defense. In 
our world society we cherish the idea that our own' 
group, our own nation shall be able, in the last resort, to 
have its own way. Since every other group has the same 
determination, the ultimate clash is pretty well un¬ 
avoidable. There is unhappily a certain basic, dreary 
simplicity about the fact of war, and we can pursue it 
back to its roots in human nature. 

Nevertheless, one of the encouraging signs in the 
evolution of civilized societies over the last two or three 
thousand years, is that we have, within our domestic 
society, reached some conclusions about the best 
methods of preventing lawless violence—which, after 
all, is what war is. We prevent this violen ce in side the 
state by t wo or three crucial acts of policy. First of all, 
we give u p the right to settle our own disputes by force. 
Whatever we may think of thelights and the wrongs "of 
our disagreements, we settle them by nonviolent means 
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—by arbitration or through law. 

Yet because human nature is frail, and the temptation 
to knock the other fellow on the head remains very 
strong, we also accept the necessity of a police force 
to ensure that neither we nor others revert to private 
violence in pursuit of our own ends. force inde¬ 
penden t of indi vidual in fluences and desires, linked to 
the syste m o f j udicial control, reinforces our sometimes 
wavering decision not to take the law into our ow n 
hands. It also protects us from anyone else who might 
succumb to the temptation. These are key institutions 
in the prevention of private violence within domestic 
society, and perhaps the greatest effort of imagination 
we have to make today, when we stand face to face with 
the risk of possible destruction, is to see that war, too, 
is private violence—private violence committed on the 
body of the human race. 

Ihe frame work of justi ce is not, however, sufficien t in 
itself to banish violence. We also know from domestic 
society that there are certain conditions which lend 
themselves very easily to commotion and disorder, or 
at the extreme degree, to civil strife in which the whole 
compact of domestic peace breaks down. Such con¬ 
ditions are more likely to prevail when legitimate am¬ 
bitions are thwarted, when misery is widespread, when 
hopes are deferred, and whole communities feel that 
they have no chance of maintaining themselves or their 
children above the level of want and misery. 

In the last hundred years, I would say that one of 
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the great insights of free society in the West has been 
to realize that there is little hope of a peaceful society 
if it is not a just and progressive society as well. We 
have seen that welfare is the prop of justice and that 
those societies in w hich civil peace can best be main¬ 
tain ed are those in which there is reasonable ho pe, 
reasonable stability, and in whi ch p arents can look 
forward to givi ng their children a t least a s good a life 
as they have had themselves or possibly better. Ir. 
short, a community of well-being within domestic soy 
ciety is one of the soundest underpinnings of socia 
peace. 

In one sense this is not perhaps a new insight. 
Western civilization has always been haunted by the 
vision of a just and compassionate human order. West¬ 
ern democrats and Western Communists both draw on 
the apocalyptic vision of the Bible in which “God shall 
wipe away all tears from their eyes; and there shall 
be no more death, neither sorrow nor crying, neither 
shall there be any more pain: for the former things 
are passed away.” But in a static, subsistence economy, 1 * 
the physical means of banishing misery are strictly 
limited. Once a failure in the harvest or rising popula¬ 
tion alters the balance between what is needed and 
what is available, not even the utmost exertions of 
private charity can avert disaster. And in any case, 
charity was not always overactive. 

With the coming of science and industry, however, 
the means for combating hopeless want came into ex- 
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istence. Poverty ceased to be a fatality. It could be 
countered once the economy had found its way through 
the “sound-barrier” of capital accumulation. Perhaps 
even today we are not fully aware of the revolutionary 
implications of this change. Inside Western democratic 
society, the principle of welfare has been enshrined and 
well-being more widespread than ever before. But we 
hesitate on the edge of their wider application—to the 
whole family of man. . 

If, now, we judge our need for international institu¬ 
tions on the basis of domestic experience, it would seem 
that three kinds are indispensable—the first to assure 
pe aceful methods of settling dis putes, the seconcTto 
p olice the lega l, peaceful solutions'thus obtained and 
to avert fresh violence, the third to secure minimu m 
conditions of econo mic-well-being. The fact that we 
do, in some measure, admit the necessity of these in¬ 
stitutions is shown by our hesitant steps toward their 
achievement. We have a United Nations, even though 
the great Powers’ veto enshrines absolutely the principle 
that “beyond a certain point, I intend to have my way.” 
We have made a first few marginal experiments in 
international policing, and at least we talk of disarma¬ 
ment, inspection, and control. We have set up a number 
of international organizations—the World Bank, for 
instance, or the Children’s Fund—which recognize eco¬ 
nomic problems com mon to all human ity, irres pective o f 
nat iona l ity or culture or race. 

These are pointers. They show, perhaps, the direction 
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of our rational convictions. But they do not yet mark 
our settled policies and they are certainly far from 
providing the ordinary framework within which we 
seek to conduct our international affairs. Before we can 
decide how best to advance to more orderly conditions, 
we had better first take a dispassionate look at the dis¬ 
orders in which we are plunged today. 

II 

The first inescapable fact is the division of the world 
between two great military blocs bitterly distrustful, 
bitterly opposed to each other, and jockeying for sup¬ 
port among the remaining third of mankind whose pre¬ 
sent anxiety on the whole seems to be to keep clear of 
the conflict. Of these two blocs, the Communist Powers 
are clearly the more expansive and aggressive force. 
Simply in physical terms of acres annexed and popula- j 
tions controlled, the extension of Russian power into 
Eastern Europe—or of Chinese into Central Asia— 
must be compared with the West’s coincident and mas¬ 
sive retreat from its old colonial holdings. No propa¬ 
ganda in the world can conceal the contrast when it 
comes to these concrete realities of power. 

But the facts are easier to establish than the motives 
behind them. Up to a point, Russian action in Eastern 
Europe can be explained in terms of genuine strategic 
necessity. In the last four hundred years, Russia has 
been invaded with monotonous regularity by way of 
Eastern Europe and the two German invasions of the 

( 159 ) 



FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

Ukraine occurred within the living memory of men and 
women not yet much advanced beyond middle age. To 
ensure some new form of security in these border 
regions after the bloodshed and butchery of two great 
wars cannot be accounted irrational or illegitimate. 

Here we come to the old problem—the degree to 
which the masters of the Kremlin are ridden not only 
by rational fear but by the irrational terrors of their own 
ideology. It would, after all, have been perfectly con¬ 
ceivable to impose what one might call the “Finnish 
solution” in Eastern Europe. The governments would 
have been allied to their Russian neighbor and would 
not have contained a majority hostile to Russia. But 
internal autonomy would have been respected and no 
attempt made to impose total Communist control 
through the instrument of a local minority Communist 
party. This solution has worked in Finland and could 
certainly have been attempted in cooperation with the 
mixed coalition 'governments established in Eastern 
Europe after the war. Certainly neither a Benes nor a 
Masaryk in Czechoslovakia would ever have pursued 
anti-Soviet policies. 

Yet all these coalitions were tricked and forced out 
of power, the Communist minority was established in 
total control at the point of Soviet bayonets and pro¬ 
ceeded to impose regimes which Khrushchev himself 
has admitted to have been systems of inhuman terror. 

How is the outside world to account for such policies? 
If, on the basis of ideology, the Russian rulers actually 
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believe that only Communists can be trusted and that 
every other form of regime is actually or potentially 
allied to "the Western imperialists,” their actions have! 
at least an internal logic even though it may not bei 
related to external reality. But an alternative possibility» 
must be considered—that they are determined to im¬ 
pose a Communist world order by fraud where possible, 
by force where necessary. This alternative has to be 
given all the more weight in view of the scale of 
armament the Russians have maintained since the war 
—ar mament whic h could be explained, on the fearful 
and def ensiv e theory of Russian motivation, by Amer¬ 
ica’s possession of the atomic bomb, but which could 
alternatively be due to plans of conquest and expan¬ 
sion. The problem is made no simpler by the likelihood 
that both motives are about equally and strongly at 
work. 

This is the bewildering situation the Western Powers 
have faced since World War II, and it is not one that 
fits easily into their contemporary ways of thinking. 

The first point to remember is that the leading nations 
in the West are not fired by any vision of world order 
or any dream of world dominion. In Europe imperialism 
is dead or in full retreat. In America it never got under 
way. The powers concerned are in the main prosperous. J 

They want to trade. They do not want to control. Im ^ 
fact, their deepest instinct, as stable, satisfied powers,! ^ 
is to stay home and not be bothered. I 

I do not think, even now, that Western peoples are 
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really aware of the vast revolution their old colonialism 
and their new industrialism have launched in the world. 
They do not expect the political upheavals that must 
follow when a whole imperial order vanishes in a decade 
and states and leaders struggle for the succession. They 
want to believe in a world that runs itself and leaves 
them in peace. 

In fact, if you were to give most of these Western 
peoples two wishes, I would hazard the guess that the 
first wish would be for the disappearance of all Com¬ 
munists and the second for the disappearance of all 
friends and allies. Then, with all external botherations 
eliminated, they could settle down and profitably min d 
their own business. You may think there is an element 
of caricature in this. I am not so sure. What is certain 
is that nothing in the West corresponds to the driving, 
expansive Communist vision of a world system under 
sole Communist control. 

But the Western Powers cannot carry wish-fulfillment 
to the pitch of disregarding the challenge of Com¬ 
munist expansion. Wherever weakne ss and political in- 
stability have follo wed the end of imperialism—5s^in 
Burma or Indonesia—the Communists are at work mak- 
J2g„J^e_iji5tabilit^ unstead ier 15 117 Where rampant 
nationalism is moving in—as with Nassers Arab nation¬ 
alism—the Communists work at one remove, encourag¬ 
ing national fanaticism in the hope of replacing it in 
due course. All this creates such a perpetual tremor of 
unrest under the earth's political crust that one does 
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not need a very sensitive seismograph to fear the risk 
of earthquakes ahead. And the earthquake may explode 
into the mushroom cloud of the hydrogen bomb. 

Here we reach the decisive point. The world can 
carry a certain amount of political disorder without its 
erupting into general disaster. Latin America, an area 
of successor states to the old Iberian colonialism, has 
taken a century to look for alternative stable methods 
of organization, and the search still goes on, to the ac¬ 
companiment of considerable local disturbance. But the 
local parties are not—yet—linked to external forces and 
their disputes are naturally quarantined. 

This is not the only pattern. In the Balkans before 
1914, local leaders and local parties were struggling to 
fill the vacuum left by the decay of the old Turkish 
Empire. In this contest, two European Great Powers— 
Russia and Austria-Hungary—took sides. Twice it was 
possible to quarantine the local outbreaks. But in 1914 
the restraints broke down and a Balkan political murder 
set in motion the outside mobilizations which led to. 
general war. It would be idle to deny that comparable 
risks face us today wherever local instability invites 
or at least permits Great Power intervention. 

I am not at this point allotting blame. Let us take 
the most generous view of Soviet motivation and admit 
that special defensive measures were reasonable in 
Eastern Europe. But in the same measure, we must 
admit the inevitability of the Western response. Apart 
from the atomic bomb—when America offered to in- 
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ternationalize—there was precipitate disarmament in 
the West between 1945 and 1948. It took the Greek 
Civil war, the Communist rape of Czechoslovakia, the 
establishment of Communist governments in Eastern 
Europe, the blockade of Berlin, and the whole scale of 
Russia’s military establishment even to begin the proc¬ 
ess of rearmament in the West. It took the North 
Korean attack upon South Korea to confirm it. 

Never forget how much of this response was dictated 
by recent memories of Hitler. Year after year, before 
1939, Britain and France preferred to rely on Hitler’s 
“good intentions” until finally it was all but too late to 
stop him. That experience seared itself across Western 
minds and when, after the war, the Soviet concentra¬ 
tion of dictatorial power began pressing in upon Europe, 
! the conviction grew that the mistake over Hitler must 
not be repeated. The Western Powers determined on 
^ ' a collective system of defense to check any further pos¬ 
sibility of Soviet advance. Thus the North Atlantic 
r Treaty Organization springs quite as much from mem- 
/ ories of 1939 as from any menace of today and as such 
f is very far from being an irrational response to the 
V situation. 

Collective security is based on the idea that if a 
group of nations band themselves together to defend 
each one of them against aggression, then collective force 
jyill deter the possible law-breaker. In a sense, it is a 
sub stitute for an in ternational police force. Had the 
concept of collective secuntybeen applied on both sides 
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of the Atlantic during the rise of Hitler, we should 
probably have been spared the horrors of the Second 
World War. 

However, this Western response to the Russian com-/ 
bination of ideology, arms, expansiveness, and total 
dictatorship has brought into being two great rival 
blocs of power. This is less dangerous for the world g 
freedom than the existence of only one great bloc with 
overwhelming power. Yet it is superlatively dangerous 
all the same and threatens to repeat, in situation after 
situation, the uncontrolled Balkan spiral into general 
hostilities. 

The risk has even been increased by the West’s un¬ 
wise decision to try to extend the concept of collective 
security to areas in which its relevance is much less 
obvious. In the Atlantic alliance, collective defense is 
based upon strong and independent indusirTalized na¬ 
tions which have learned in two teffible struggres the 
error of postponing defense too long. If they add their 
defensive force together, they increase it substantially 
and, in doing so, they are drawing directly upon their 
own very recent historical experience. 

This situation is, however, strictly confined to the 
Atlantic area. In Asia, in Africa, in the Middle East, the 
immediate historical experience of most people, leaders 
and masses alike, is with the struggle for n ational in¬ 
dependence. It is hard for nations to switch theirmincls 
to the problem of Russian efforts to come in when all 
their efforts until yesterday—and in some areas their 
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present efforts too—have been concentrated upon com¬ 
pelling the British or the French or the Dutch to get 
out. As late as 1945, most of Asia, Africa, and the Middle 
East was ruled from London or Paris. Twelve years is 
a very short time in which to reverse national objectives 
entirely, and it is more difficult still to alter the whole 
emotional coloring of men’s minds and instincts. 

In fact, it probably cannot be done. Th e reactions o f 
excolonial nations are bound for a time to resemble 
those of America after 1775. It would not be surprising 
if for fifty years or so, th e natural resp o nses of these 
areas were to continue to be a pa ssionate desire to be 
Teftalone, a pervasive fear of intervention from the 
old quarter, and a fully formulated public policy of 
neutrality or, as it is now called, “non-alig nment.” 

Their economic position reinforces this political out- 
I look. In Europe, fully industrialized nations add some¬ 
thing to each other’s defensive strength. This is not 
the case in most other areas. There is virtually no in¬ 
dustrialization in the Middle East or South East Asia. 
India, a giant in population, does not yet produce six 
million tons of steel a year. Africa, outside the Union, 
is almost completely pre-industrial. What defensive 
j strength is gained by adding together powerless local 
I units? Certainly nothing that could stand up for one 
hour to an invasion by Russia with or without nuclear 
weapons, always supposing that direct invasion is in¬ 
tended—which most of the neutral world does not or 
prefers not to believe. 
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It is true that a guarantee from the Western Powers 
does add significantly to local strength and in their 
secret hearts many neutral leaders are no doubt grateful 
that they are not left alone in the world to face one, 
single, overwhelming bloc of Soviet power. But the 
American counterweight to Russia exists whether or 
not it is invoked, and the last thing most small nations 
want is to bring it into action locally. To have the 
Great Powers fight on their soil will leave them an¬ 
nihilated. There is an African proverb: “When the bull 
elephants fight, the grass is trampled down.” Many 
smaller states feel that the best method of avoiding 
catastrophe is simply to keep out of die bull elephants’ 
way. 

Nor can one say that their instinct for neutralism is 
obviously and dangerously unsound. Policies need the 
support of peoples, and it is almost impossible to 
pursue policies which go against the whole grain of local 
emotion. It is, for instance, hard to argue that the 
Baghdad Pact increased stability in the Middle East. 
It brought Britain back into the area of its earlier 
imperial control within a year or so of its supposed final 
departure. The aim was to counter the risk of Russian 
intervention—which did not seem particularly acute 
to the local peoples—but by creating a formal anti- 
Soviet bloc, it almost invited a Russian riposte. When 
it came, in the shape of Nasser’s deal with the Soviets, 
the tide of Arab popular opinion was far more easily 
rallied against the old British imperialist everyone knew 
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than alarmed over a new Soviet imperialist who so 
far had made no obvious encroachments. To crown the 
^alienation of local opinion from Western policy, Britain 
jand America were the sponsors of Israel, and Israel is 
the only enemy all Arabs are prepared to recognize. 
ii Thus the Pact helped to exacerbate local tensions, 
flnvited Great Power interest and pressure on rival local 
sides, brought about a truly Balkan condition of insta¬ 
bility. There is no need to recall how often in recent 
years the Middle East has taken the world to the brink 
of war. All in all, the attempt to extend the principle 
of collective security outside the Atlantic area in which 
it is valid in the historical and popular sense to regions 
where, on the whole, it is not, has added little to either 
local stability or local security. It may even have done 
the opposite by offering Russia new chances of infiltra¬ 
tion and by alienating local nationalist opinion. Yet the 
problem of countering Communist pressure remains. Is 
there any alternative? 


Ill 

From all the discussions that have been conducted 
ceaselessly on the Middle Eastern issue in the last four 
or five years, elements of a coherent strategy can, of 
course, be drawn. Whether they can be applied is 
another matter, but the bare bones of a settlement are 
at least beginning to be recognized. The aim is to 
expand the role of local United Nations police forces 
already in the area sufficiently to ensure that the 
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political changes which are bound to continue to occur 
in the Arab lands do not involve local war—above allj_ 
a war with Israel. Given a strengthened international 
force, the outside Powers could be required to cut 
short all warlike assistance to local states and, in fact, 
to accept the neutralization of the area from outside 
intervention. 


At the same time, internal stability might be in¬ 
creased and the fires of nationalism somewhat damped 
by a really ambitious development program for the 
whole region, which would give the hotheads and the 
hungry and the unemployed something else to do. In 
part the resources involved would be drawn from oil 
revenues, in part from outside assistance. No one for¬ 
gets the appalling poverty of Egypt, caught between 
rising births and static agricultural land, or the signifi¬ 
cant link between the Suez crisis and the Western 
Powers’ deliberately discourteous announcement they 
would not help Nasser to finance the Aswan Dam. 

The advantages of such an approach are obvious 
enough. It gives the area some security while removing 
it from the tensions and risks of Great Power rivalry. 

It provides the capital and technical aid needed to 
push a wretchedly backward region through the difficult 
early crises of economic growth and industrialization. 

It creates some sort of framework within which th e,.J 
uncertain aftermath of an old imperialism can be lived 
through without inviting the intervention of a new. 

As a formula, indeed, it applies to other regions beside 



( 169 ) 




FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

the Middle East. It is relevant to all unsettled areas 
where political uncertainty, economic backwardness, 
and local aspirations keep a tempting pot boiling for 
outside interest to stir. If areas such as South East Asia 
or Latin America or Africa south of the Sahara could 
be withdrawn—or preserved—from Great Power com¬ 
petition, their economic growth reinforced by consist¬ 
ent long-term economic programs on a regional basis 
and local security strengthened by international forces 
to police any border disputes threatening the peace— 
for instance, the unsettled Chinese-Burmese frontier in 
the Shan states—a more coherent pattern of security 
could be brought into being than any that exists today. 

There are many who argue that Europe, too, for all 
its industrial strength and ancient nationhood, has be¬ 
come a potential battleground between the mi ghty 
powers of Russia and America, and that stability will 
be impossible so long as the continent is divided be¬ 
tween- two hostile military coalitions. These fears are 
increased, by two facts: one, that the division passes 
down the middle of a single powerful country, Ger¬ 
many; the other, that Russia’s oppressive control of 
Eastern Europe has already produced two massive 
popular revolts. It is not to be assumed that all op¬ 
position has now ceased in this large colonial area nor 
that a recrudescence of revolt could always be quaran¬ 
tined as was the Hungarian uprising. Once Western 
Germany is armed again, a new revolt inJEast Ger- 


( 170 ) 



many might well call forth West Germ an .assistance, 
and it is not to be supposed that either great Power 
would leave its local client to face defeat. In fact, one 
can argue that “Balkan” possibilities of spiraling ag¬ 
gression reach their most acute point in Europe, and 
it is here that the process of disengagement should 
begin. 

The risk is, of course, that the withdrawal of Ameri¬ 
can forces across the Atlantic would be a total with-, 
drawal, whereas the Russians, pulling back only to the 
Pripet Marshes, would then dominate the whole con¬ 
tinent. 

Theoretically it is possible to counter this danger. 
At present, American forces are no more than a “trip 
wire” in Europe. All the NATO armies put together 
could not check a determined Russian advance to the 
Channel, were such a plan in Soviet minds. But the 
presence of the thin American screen guarantees Amer¬ 
ica’s entrance into the conflict with its whole hydrogen 
striking force. Thus the deterrent today is not the local 
NATO garrison but the risk of stumbling over the trip 
wire. 

In these conditions, it is not impossible to devise an 
alternative trip wire in the shape of a United Nations 
police force, stationed at strategic points in Europe 
which, by preserving the fact of the American deterrent, 
would guarantee the continent against the possibility of 
Russian re-invasion. Europe’s security would still rest— 
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as it does today—on a balance of terror, but the local 
chances of setting the terror to work would be greatly 
reduced. 

The theory, I believe, is sound. It is, perhaps, the 
ultimate aim which the NATO powers should set them¬ 
selves, especially in these days when the development 
of intercontinental missiles is beginning to compel every 
strategist to reconsider his premises in a drastic way. 
But as an immediate solution, it cannot excite much 
hope. Now that the opposition of even Eastern Europe 
to Communism has become so patent, can we suppose 
that Russia will be ready to withdraw the Soviet garri¬ 
sons which keep satellite governments propped up in 
their shaking seats? And on the Western side. General 
de Gaulle’s apparent readiness to disrupt NATO and to 
rely on his own nuclear deterrent makes it exceedingly 
difficult for Western strategic planners to work out any 
policy in concert. De Gaulle may even be seeking “dis¬ 
engagement.” Yet it seems to be chiefly the Americans 
he wishes to disengage. In theory, nevertheless, there 
is much to be said for limited experiments in disengage¬ 
ment. A broad neutral zone free of atomic weapons and 
policed by an international force along the length of the 
present dividing line might prove a first step in progres¬ 
sive disengagement and would reduce the immediate 
risk of a border explosion. Nor, if it were firmly under¬ 
taken as a first step only, would it formalize Russia’s grip 
on Eastern Europe. In fact, now that Western Europe 
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has consolidated its recovery and its confidence, the 
present danger seems to be that Western Europe may 
lose its essential unity and sense of direction under the 
prodding of the kind of separatist nationalism De Gualle 
has unleashed. If Communist Russia is not to exploit 1 
these new western divisions and thus recover the taste 
for expansion, the first need in the West is a fair British 
entry into the European Common Market, the creation 
of a democratic supra-national order in Western Europe 
and the working out of a viable and permanent partner- j 
ship with the United States. Otherwise Communism will J 
once again believe that it can divide and rule. 

Yet tension in the disputed areas is not the end of the , 
problem. Even if it is conceivable to introduce measures 
of international control into the twilight zones between 
the great centers of power, what is to be done about 
them? Is a balance of terror the best we can hope for? 
The day is not far distant when a technician in one 
hidden armory can touch a button which will destroy 
a continent half the world away. Are we then to live 
with only that measure of security that can be said to \ 
lie in the certainty that both sides can inflict planetary 1 
death? The prospect is uninviting enough for us to ex¬ 
plore with all energy and all hope the possible alterna- v 
tives. 

I do not myself believe that programs of partial dis-1 
armament are the answer save in one particular. Any \ 
agreement which enshrines precise, detailed, and en¬ 
forceable systems of international supervision is worth J 

( H3) 




FIVE IDEAS THAT CHANGE THE WORLD 

having, virtually for that reason alone. International in¬ 
spection of the Polar regions, for instance, or inter¬ 
national supervision of an end to nuclear tests breaks 
down the immunity of Great Powers to the workaday 
restraints of reason and humanity, and, in the case of 
Russia and China, dents the principle of total secrecy 
which, even more than their Communism, is a perpetual 
menace to mankind. 

Partia l disarmament, however, con fronts th e Powers 
% wit h the dauntin g problem of what one might call the 
“shopping lists'" of c ompai^^^^Isarmament. How 
many of my submarines are equal to a couple of your 
flattops? In the present debate on disarmament, a vir¬ 
tually insoluble example has arisen. Russia’s insistence 
upon banning nuclear weapons—a cry that echoes in 
every human heart—conceals this gimmick, that the 
abolition of atomic arms leaves supreme the man with 
the tank; and the Russians—and the Chinese—have 
thousands of tanks and millions of men. For starting a 
war, a tank is as handy as a bomb, but the peculiar hor¬ 
ror of atomic weapons has—understandably—hypno¬ 
tized men’s minds. Irrationally, they are not so hypno¬ 
tized by mass armies and massed armor. The Russians 
have thus earned a psychological dividend by directing 
the debate to the weapons most relied on in the West 
and away from the weapons and manpower solidly 
underpinning the East. 

One can, certainly, criticize the Western strategy for 
relying on atomic firepower and letting military man- 
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power be whittled away. It is entirely possible that the* 
Western Powers today need more highly mobile, highly 
trained police units rather than yet more bombs. Little 
wars are more likely than big wars, and men with mod¬ 
erate weapons win the moderate wars. 

Yet canzone really lay final blame on the West for 
allowing their men to demobilize? What virtue is there 
in vast militarized nations, with millions of men under 
the restraint of military discipline and millions more 
trained for armed action, as “volunteers,” for instance, 
in other peoples’ disputes? If our universe could be 
viewed in a rational light, it would be apparent that 
there is more menace in a swollen Chinese or Soviet 
military establishment than in an American armory of 
atomic weapons—especially when we remember that 
the Russians have both. 

No—the difficulty about partial disarmament is that - 
each side maneuvers to keep the weapon that best suits I 
its strategy and its temperament. The shopping lists i 
never match—as the League of Nations ruefully dis¬ 
covered in the thirties. The only way out of the impasse 
is the bold way chosen in the Baruch Plan—and tragi-1 
cally rejected by the Russians—and that is to take the 1 
weapons out of the nations’ hands and put them into I 
international keeping. Beyond the local police forces 
and local militia needed for normal internal security, 
the world’s arms should be in the hands of the world’s 
permanent international police force, and this and noth- ~ 
ing less should be the ultimate aim of all parleys on 
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disarmament. 

The idea may seem fantastic, utopian, impossible, 
unimaginable. But are push-button rockets any less so? 
What sort of a world shall we create if every tool, 
gadget or machine is powered to the ultimate degree, 
if all time sequences are altered and space itself is turned 
inside out while institutions and policies remain totally 
unchanged? If we can think no new thoughts under the 
shadow of atomic destruction, then there may not be 
much time left in which to think any thoughts at all. 

At present, ultimate disarmament is not the aim of 
the negotiating Powers. They are maneuvering to keep 
the kind of arms which will make their own aims and 
interests secure. We have not passed beyond the age of 
private violence. Yet with each new lurch of the world 
to the brink of war, the number of voices raised to end 
this insanity and to support the institutions which alone 
give some hope of doing so, seems to increase and, more 
hopeful still, actual experiments in international polic¬ 
ing have been launched. Nor is it ruled out that a per¬ 
manent UN force may be created to act in the kind of 
emergencies that have arisen so constantly in the Mid¬ 
dle East in recent years and can arise wherever the 
aftermath of empire leaves the area fluid and confused 
and open to all manner of local and external pressures. 
The world is caught in two minds—between the old 
mind of national interests and total sovereignty and a 
new mind fumbling toward concepts of peace under 
law. No one would be bold enough to forecast which 
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way the decision will fall. But some things can be said 
with certainty about the forces which determine the 
choice. 

IV 

Perhaps a third of mankind lives in what are called 
"the uncommitted nations.” Some of these nations are 
great and powerful. Most of them are small and new 
and—in a world where industry and science increase 
steadily the power of those who are already powerful 
and as steadily increase the gap between great and 
small—one might expect them to exercise little in¬ 
fluence or direct effect upon the great issues of the day. 

This is not so, however. The liberal principle of self- 
determination and the democratic principle of national 
equality have given the smaller Powers a voice they 
have never enjoyed before in human history and a 
fulcrum in the United Nations through which they car i 
bring their influence to bear. There can be no doubt tha: 
the great Powers seek to maneuver this floating opinion 
of mankind over to their side in the public discussion of 
issues, and there is equally no doubt that a determined 
drive on the part of the uncommitted could secure modi¬ 
fications in world policies. In other words, the old 
African proverb does not entirely apply. We have the 
unusual spectacle of the bull elephants paying some 
attention to the grass. It is not there simply to be tram¬ 
pled on. It has a voice. There is, as it were, a “grass 
roots” opinion in international as well as in national 
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society. 

Since virtually all the members of the “uncommitted” 
community have emerged in the last twelve years from 
colonial status, their preoccupation with colonialism is 
perfectly understandable. But anti-colonialism can be 
only one strand in a balanced world outlook. It is a 
negative one, too. It describes very well what the un¬ 
committed peoples do not want but makes no attempt 
to meet the more arduous problem of what they want in 
its place. If they want no more than national self- 
interest, and the right to do what they want, they plan 
for themselves exactly the kind of world that produces 
infallibly the enslavement of small peoples. If “want” 
and “will” are the only watchwords, Great Powers are 
much better at wanting and willing than their small 
neighbors and far more able to put their desires into 
effect. 

This is the dilemma which the uncommitted nations 
have to face. They cannot propose limits to Great Power 
behavior which they do not accept for themselves. They 
/cannot expect to be protected by a rule of law which 
I they are ready to violate whenever their own interests 
I are at stake. They cannot have anarchy at the lower 
levels of power and expect order at the top. So long, 
therefore, as the uncommitted nations propose inter- 
‘ national sanctions for everyone except themselves, they 
are in fact handing the governance of mankind back to 
the powerful and the ruthless, to the bull elephants in 
a jungle world. 
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There are, in fact, two kinds of neutrality. It is dif¬ 
ficult to define which kind deserves the adjective “posi¬ 
tive” or indeed what the adjective is supposed to mean. 
But the distinction is clear. There is a neutrality, a non- 
alignment between military blocs which seeks by all 
means to lessen the conflicts between them, to suggest 
solutions, to mediate difficulties, to press for orderly 
procedures and to aim steadily at an ultimate rule of 
law; I believe the Swedes have made a consistent effort 
to use their non-alignment for this purpose of strength¬ 
ening, not weakening, the forces of reason and concilia¬ 
tion in world society. Nor do I think it possible to over¬ 
estimate the influence a wider neutral bloc might ex¬ 
ercise if it followed the same truly positive approach to 
world order. Then indeed the bull elephants would have 
to listen not simply to platitudes and slogans but to 
hard, shrewd, concrete comments on their manner of 
handling and mishandling human affairs. And I believe 
the pressure on them to act on such promptings would 
steadily increase. 

But there is another non-alignment which regards 
neutrality as a sort of seesaw in which, by playing one 
bloc off against another—now swinging down with 
Communist support, now soaring up with Western back¬ 
ing—local plans, plots, and objectives can be secured. 
Yet what kind of security is to be found on a seesaw? 
Is this not precisely the posture of maximum instability? 
For a time, the balancing act may secure spectacular 
results but with every new crisis, the general atmos- 
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phere of tension grows more charged, the cost in frayed 
nerves and exhausted patience mounts, the invitation 
to outside intervention grows more irresistible. And 
what do the few local victories look like when the day 
of reckoning brings with it death, destruction, and 
probably the loss of independence as well? We have 
\ seen enough of the results of this type of neutrality 
\in the Middle East to say that, whatever its title, it has 
nothing positive to contribute to the well-being of man. 

Each new and uncommitted nation has, then, its 
choice of neutrality—the flaming, posturing, “positive” 
type or the patient, constructive neutrality which ac¬ 
cepts the rule of law, for itself and others, supports and 
finances experiments in international supervision, and 
urges upon all Powers, great and small alike, the be¬ 
havior which alone can ensure survival in the narrow 
planet they all have to share. As the strength of this 
type of non-alignment grows, so will the prospects for 
“a calm world and a long peace.” May it be Ghana’s, 
as this young nation steps out into the arena of world 
affairs. 


V 

But the great decisions are still made by the Great 
Powers. What can we hope from them? Perhaps the most 
appropriate summary of the modifications they need to 
make for human survival is to suggest that the Commu¬ 
nist Powers need to abandon their picture of world order 
and the Western Powers need to acquire one. 
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It can be said with categorical certainty that no world 
order can ever be exclusively Communist and controlled 
from Moscow. There are no “objective” economic laws 
bringing this consummation about. Men are too various, 
too diverse, and too unconditioned for more than very 
general conclusions to be drawn about their behavior, 
and to these general conclusions there will always be 
the great, skyrocketing exception that changes destiny 
and transforms history and compels the drawing of 
quite new conclusions about the human drama. No one 
could have foreseen, no one could have objectively de¬ 
duced the impact on the whole development of human 
history of two small peoples in the Eastern Mediter¬ 
ranean—the Greeks and the Jews. We do not know to¬ 
day what new destinies are already shaping in the womb 
of time. But we do know they will differ in character and 
impact as widely from our present expectations as does 
twentieth-century welfare capitalism from Marx’s pre¬ 
dicted growth of Inevitable Immiseration. 

Besides, even if the impossibility of total Communism 
were not ruled out a priori by our knowledge of human 
history, we can already see after forty years that the 
picture will not stick. Titoism finished for all time the 
notion that, once a state became Communist, it would 
predictably remain a satellite of Moscow. Since then, 
the Chinese revolution has made it certain that no in¬ 
evitable finger of destiny points to Moscow as the center 
of world Communism and the “Third Rome.” Peking 
already plays an independent role. As its industrializa- 
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tion increases and its dependence on Soviet bounty 
lessens, this independence will increase, and no iron 
economic laws exist to ensure that Moscow and Peking 
will always want the same thing. 

In a halting, hesitating way, Khrushchev has admitted 
| from time to time that there may be more than one road 
! to socialism. It is the first welcome sign of a return to the 
reality principle. If it could be expanded and developed 
into the admission that nations will take more than one 
road not only to Socialism but to the whole apparatus 
of modernization, there might be a reduction in Com¬ 
munist pressure in unstable areas, more readiness to let 
others make their own experiments, less worldwide con¬ 
spiratorial activity to bring about a Communist millen¬ 
nium which is already a demonstrable impossibility. 

Such changes in Communism’s external activity have 
occurred. Until 1955, for example, Mr. Nehru was the 
"running dog of Western Imperialism.” Then, overnight, 
he became a great nationalist leader of the uncommitted 
peoples. So far, such modifications have been purely 
tactical, while the grand strategy of total Communiza- 
tion remains. Yet if time reinforces the lesson that there 
are different roads to socialism, or for that matter, to 
capitalism, cooperativism, pluralism, and every and any 
other method of organizing the business of our daily 
bread, is it too much to hope that the Communists’ 
strategy may change too, that the missionaries and the 
activists and the busy men from Agitprop may be called 
off and the world relieved of the extra dimension of 
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Communist mischief-making which now besets every 
problem it has to solve? 

Perhaps it is too soon for the missionary phase to 
have passed. Yet each hour gained for peace in our 
mixed, experimental, unpredictable world means one 
more chance for the myth of a total and universal Com¬ 
munist world order to fade before the light of reality 
and common day. 

If the Communists need to shed their vision of world 
order, the Western Powers need to gain one—not, I 
hasten to say, a comparably ideological and rigid pic¬ 
ture but rather a sense of community and responsibility 
shared with all mankind. I do not believe they possess 
a consistent view today. The European Powers have 
sloughed off colonialism too recently to be fully alive to 
the realities of the new world they have helped to 
create. America is by tradition too prosperous, too for¬ 
tunate, too protected to feel, naturally and urgently, i 
the necessity of world policies or of a world strategy for • 
peace. The result of this vacuum is that Western policyl 
has tended to be a simple reaction to the various Com-' 
munist dealings, a rushing to and fro, plugging up one 
hole as a new one bursts through, immersed in tactics, 
void of broad strategy and never quite catching up on 
one crisis before the next one looms and breaks. 

To this disarray, there is only one answer—a broad, 
flexible policy for dealing with a world in which all 
nations are neighbors for good and ill and from which 
no state, however powerful, can cash out into pros- 
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perous isolation. If this fundamental fact of community 
is accepted, there can be little dispute over the prin¬ 
ciples of Western world policy because they are the 
principles already rooted in the foundations of its do¬ 
mestic life. Western societies base their freedom upon 
law and upon the abandonment of private violence. If 
they do so at home, they must do so abroad, and West¬ 
ern pressure should be ceaselessly and tirelessly at work 
not simply in the one-sided defense of national inter¬ 
ests—which still occupies nine-tenths of diplomacy— 
but in search of the greatest of all national interests, 
survival through law. 

Not even the warmest partisans of Western policy 
can maintain that in the postwar years an utterly un¬ 
compromising and undeviating search for supervised 
disarmament and the establishment of an international 
legal and policing system have been a first priority on 
the agenda of every Western foreign minister or secre¬ 
tary of state. The Communists were even able in the 
decade before the Hungarian disaster practically to 
monopolize the field of propaganda for disarmament in 
the misleading guise of the atomic ban. 

- The West cannot afford to repeat that apparent in¬ 
difference. Every effort of diplomacy, every means of 
rallying world opinion, every instrument of publicity 
and public education should underline Western readi¬ 
ness to accept the basic institutions of a law-abiding 
world society and to negotiate for years, for decades 
if necessary, to bring them into force. Meanwhile, the 
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intermediate stages of such a program—local police 
forces, the creation of areas of non-intervention, limited 
experiments in arms control—should be vigorously 
pressed. 

This part of a Western program depends upon the 
agreement of others. Unilateral disarmament is not a 
prelude to world order. It is an invitation to- world 
anarchy. The nations can give up ultimate self-defense\ 
only to a fully agreed supervised and policed altema-l 
tive. But there is another broad area in which Western \ 
action depends solely upon its own decision. * 

Here too, the pointers of domestic society mark out 
the way. The original brutal industrialism which Marx 
foresaw as an instrument of deepening misery has been 
transformed by the humane and Christian traditions 
of the West. The transformation is still in process, and 
no one would claim that the plural economies of the 
West bear any resemblance yet to the ultimate millen¬ 
nium. But they have achieved a wider degree of social 
justice, they have created margins unknown before of 
well-being for everyone, they have set the machinery 
of industrial society to work for the mass of men as 
well as for the privileged few. And if one policy more, 
than any other has been responsible for this, it is the| 
principle that the wealth created by the collective 
efforts of so many men and women should in due meas¬ 
ure be shared by all. This is the welfare principle which 
has transformed Western industrialization in the last 
century. 
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Today large areas of the world stand where Britain 
stood in the 1840’s. The great economic transformations 
are beginning, the first brutal phase of capital accu¬ 
mulation is at hand. At the same time, the Atlantic 
nations in which the modern economic revolution 
started soonest and under fairest conditions have now 
reached a position of prosperity which makes them the 
/affluent elite of a new world society. They draw that 
I wealth not only from their own work but from the 
efforts of a whole interdependent world economy. The 
migrant Bantu laborer sends his ounce of gold to Fort 
Knox. But for most of humanity, the wealth trickles 
down more slowly than it ever did in Victorian England. 
The coolie in the rice paddies may earn $30 a year. 
The Atlantic worker brings home his $750 and more. 

Under these conditions, if the fact of world com¬ 
munity is accepted, there is only one conclusion to be 
drawn—that the wealthy Western peoples are chal¬ 
lenged to repeat at the international level the acts of 
justice, vision, and generosity which enabled them to 
transform industrialism at home. The principle is the 
same. So, in appropriate form, is the practice, for it is 
simply to see that a tithe of the wealth created in the 
world is shared more evenly with all the world’s 
workers. Put at a very minimum, this principle could 
command the transfer of one or two percent of the 
West’s rising national income to the developing nations 
and this annual sum of $10 to $12 billion in development 
capital would provide the essential motive power to 
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lift the emergent peoples through the first phase of 
capital accumulation and set them on the way to 
creating their own means of further growth. ' 

The policy would do more than create the economic 
possibility of expansion. In this present worldwide phase 
of rapid modernization, it would mitigate the rigors 
of early industrialism and prevent the imposition of 
political disciplines too harsh for the survival of a 
liberal society. 

I do not argue the West’s clear self-interest in this 
vital, new, international extension of the principle of 
welfare. No doubt it is there, for who are more in¬ 
terested than the prosperous Western peoples in seeing 
the world economy grow and flourish? But I do not 
believe self-interest alone would ever have been suffi¬ 
cient to work the transformation from misery to welfare 
within the Western economy, and I doubt if national 
self-interest is enough to bring about the same rev¬ 
olution at the international level. My faith is that the 
shaping forces of social justice, humane concern, and 
Christian compassion, which Marx dismissed as worth¬ 
less bourgeois windowdressing, represent on the con¬ 
trary the essential expression of the free spirit. So long 
as compassion and personal responsibility are active in 
human souls, freedom can survive and act and reshape 
human institutions, however encrusted they may seem 
with human prejudice and human greed. 

These forces conquered the citadels of self-interest 
and irresponsibility inside Western society. They must 


\ 
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now work to enlarge our vision to include the whole 
family of man. I confess that it is to them, and not 
simply to the narrow dictates of interest, that I look 
for a better, richer future and for a peaceful home for 
all mankind. 
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